+? 


ae ee re ee -. DOCUMENT RESUME a 
-. * BD UBT WMHS a 2 2, P8011 460" oe, 
TLE 7% ' addendum to Draft Regulatory ‘Analysis ‘Proposed HEN ” 
ze ear Day Cdre ReyUirements, © 2 7 7 | ye 
eINSTITYZION +. Department ot Health, Education,,.and Welfare, “4 
a ea i. Washington, Dic. Orfice of the Assistant Secretary | 
<# %e, 2. &, _ £00 Planning. and Evaluation. e ey See 
"PUB DATE . ‘Mar 80). > wae ea os ee 
-~ NOTE ' . . Jop.3° Foc related document, See ED 179 302. ; 
EDRS PRICL'  ‘MFO?/PCO4 Plus Postage... " » 7) a .e 
. ‘DESCRIPTORS _- *cCost Effectiveness; *Cost Estimates; *Day Care; Day . 
ee 3 _ Care Centers; farly Childhood Education; *Federal aT 
. Regulation; *Federal State Relationship: Health; ° 
ae Parent Participation; Preschool Education; ‘School 
Satety; TIeaining aa. 7 —— 
- IDENTIFIERS. OHEW Day Care kequirements "” ‘ gee - 
ABSTRACT ~ , °: os =< G 2 4 - at ; 
. = ‘This document is a revised add updated“anaiysils of; . 


- DHEW*s draft Regulatory Analysis of ‘June,° 1979, concerning day\caré 
"requirements. Ilt-estimates the impacts of changes to both the Notice 
of Proposed kule Making (NPKM).proposdls and tthe final rule -- 

. ‘particularly in tesatiow to the differential impacts on cefiitét cost | 
and supply or the group composition requirements, by geographic. area,» 
type of center, aad age of children.. Presented in an addendum are Re 
revisions which, taken toyether wita the draft. document, constitute 

“the final Regusatory Anaiysis regarding day care requirements. The ‘ 
document ‘covers esght topics; the purpose and Scope of the final:- 

* ‘analysis, summary of the final 1uie, highlights of findings, analysis 

Of provider requirements, analysis ‘of state agency-requirements,’ 
fedetal entorcement of: the regulations, phasing and implementation of 


_¢ 


s 


> 


“, the regulations, and sourees.of data. (Author/DB) - o%, 
: , . . : ; rs . “ 2%, , : + 
74 e , - x - et * > ,% 
‘ ' \ 
‘ * « 7 @ ‘ « fe, oo 
. tA ry ° m . . : 
‘ { 4 os 
4 . ry ; , 7 @ 
“ y ot ‘ yf 
. . ‘Mv ( ‘ 
i ae e ‘ 4 es a = woe 4 s . ge * 
\ « : 
, ™ ts 
: a “ o° . 4 “s . 
. - * . a ; ~ 
'’ a ~ « \ ¢ : ( . 
+ A t \ * f° ‘ 


1 - # 2 
+ bo . . ' ’ . . e 7 U 
. : { ° 
URORCRO ROR IOC R OIC HOOK AEICIOIOIOICIOIIOIIOIOIOIOIGIOISIOOIOIOIOIOIOROIOIOIOIOIOR ICIOIOIOIOG IOI OIOIOIOIOR ROCK ius 


y 


~*  \Reppoductions supplied. by EDRS are the best that can be nade Som 
Ae v _ ° trom the original document. , _ en. 
7 OAGRUIDICROIOIOROIOIOIOROIIOIOIIIOIOIOIOR IOI OI IOI IORI IORI IOI REIOIOICIOIRICICILICIOICICIOSIOIOIOIOIOIO ICID ICR Ok 


‘ rN t ; * “ : ° a e 
1 t ‘ i 
i “ a » * ry « = ’ 
sy . . .@ . 
> ' ° ‘ ey - ‘ 
we a | oy * * . ' my 
. ro? : US GEPARTNENTOF HEALTH. — , 
P , EQUCATION & WELFARE - - ; 
é re NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF . 7 ; 
, EQUCATION : ae 7 
+ enS QOCUMENT nad BEEN REPRO 
a : . ve FH OUCED EXACTUY ASQRECEIVED FROM . 
j . . THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN , 
> wt. et > ATING !T POINTSOS Vit WOR ORFNIONS ~ 
, ' STATEO DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE- . ~ 
+ : "6 . SENT OO FIOAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
* 3 Y FOUCATION POSTION OR POLICY : ; 
is ™ ; P oe : ‘ 
al . * be n-% < 
¥. (ee) ‘. v : » \ 
Se” > a < = ‘ 
poo 4 v3 
‘om 
. e 
rin ae . ’ | 
’ mr) a . Ss 
, - e 
” ‘ 
= \ ‘ 
s - sf 
2 
: D ’ 
. * : 
+ _ ADDENDUM TO DRAFT “REGULATORY, ANAL YSLS ; Py 
uv s ‘ 
‘ f = PROPOSED HEW DAY CARE REQUEREMENTS ‘ 2 
. ’ 1 > . 
eo e > mM ° 
eo: H : . - 
7 
. ; ze 
: 5 \ ° \ ° 
: : ‘ 
a ‘ (J x ) 
be \ oS ; $ ~ * \ 
- 4 P . 7 , . ' : 
Rd ; ° ° t 
hs ’ 4 y % 
, ’ ‘ 
Ca . a 
3% 
a =. : : 
a é ‘ ° 
A 
: aS _ Department of Health, Educatio’, and Welfare P 
. March 1980, 
\ Y ‘ : 7 : 
@ a . . cy aq 
. ? 
‘ iv . oe . ‘ 7 
“ 7d 
e 
° ; € ’ © : ‘ } t N 
. . 7 
ARs . , , . 
iy AY ad 1 
roe 1 [ é i ; . 
& s! 1 a) ~ 
leat ‘ ® : S 
~ Be ° a é . . 
re ( ? e + 
ry “ 
° ’ 4 , 


sor 1460 


“This analysis revises and updates: the draft Regulatory Analysis, dated 
Jurfe 1979. 


. ~ aan e 
‘ ; < ( . ., : _ ae 
cite! : . ' . sh \“ : 


The two documents together Constityte #he final regulatory 


analysis of the final day care requirements, published March 1980. This , , 
‘ addendum does not contain’ all of the details of caitulations and support ing _ 7 ve 
ae ‘eraals used by the Siprtae “Reqdests for copies or explanation of /( ) 4 
Bic details can he addre 


sad A0 the Office of the Assistant Secretary ar 


% g Planning and Evaluation, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 


- 
- 


ER 


1A Fait Toxt Provided by ERIC 


i Bp5-2240,. Avenue, S.W., 


ena D, Cc. 20201, Aen 
pa 2240, *, 


Bil) Prosser 


. "TABLE BESCONTENIS) © 608, 
, a ah _ : ; 
ny I PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF FINAL ANALYSIS 
: , 7 : . . es _ 2 - : ee 
es "+ TT SUMMARY OF FINAL RULE ** 0. 7.” Yo —— ‘ : 
. 3 ~~ ; ; <4 a 
7 1. Background ee 8 oe he A . as 
, _ 2. Requirements: — oe re 
Je * Day Care Center Requirements +s . \ : ( is 
4. Day Care Hame Requirements : a a eG 
_ ; "5. State’ Agency Administration 2 2 
’ . Me 6. Final’ Regulatory Mielysts” OY fie 3 no fe . 
7. Budget Requebt a Pag eo cw 4 : 
oe oa : . 7 : 7 * . - * 7 / 
* TIL, HIGHLIGHTS 2 7 — 7 —— ee 
i 1. Overall Conc iusion seek eu ; tae. 
- 2. Day ‘Care Centers * _— "oe Ce pe ey 
3. Day Care Homes -: o* ae ; , : eo - 
: "4, State and podora) Romast stan , . - 
; . ‘5. . Uncertain Effect a 
. ? . \ . ye . ¢ : ‘ . 
:  y AV) ANALYSIS OF PROVIDER” “REQUIREMENTS ; ) ' a 
: . Il. Groyp Composit ion : Da an com? ae 
— . . “a. Requirements, an , 
a - se Costs _ * . 
4 Regional Effects ee 
| ., °° * State Effects mer me 
_ sw Effects by Cenfer yes a » 
7 Sy us - Analysis by Ag@ of Chigd "°° : _ 
. ‘ ce. Comparison to-Cent ot Serving Subsidized children ma > 
d.. SCheduled Enrol Imenk vs. Atfendapce 7 . , 
= -- "2, Health and Safety of Children in Care a . 
T 4 3. - Training se \ - 4 : _ , 
*s a : 4. Other Provider Requirements * , ° a ~ 
. ¢ - : ment ; q. $ \ ; © ’ ; = 
vo ~ me , .- . < : if Pog - 
: nf ANALYSIS. OF STATE AGENCY REQUIREMENTS \- ‘ow 
. . 3 . ¢ 
a ae e “4. Waiver “ \ co ° . j 
"2. Rates of Reimbursement xe / _t 
a re 3. Other Administrative Costs . ca * 
° ° 6 : ‘<a ‘ : y o ‘ 
4 ar _ » ; , yo 
. “ea - ! . ‘ ; 
: -- VI FEDERAL “ADMINISTRATION i \ 
” ° ‘ ; ye . ; Aes an ae \ a) ’ i . \ 
' VII PHASING AND: [MPLEMENTATION «= 4 S| 
: : ; * —, ; Co ; * 2 : a s ere ‘ > 
\ . ° wh " AP , 5 b 
- ia VIII SOURCES OF DATA. ° ; 


. 


. This Regulatory Analysis" could not have been prepared.if it ’ 


i : “4 . : ; : ; 
=were not for the assistance of Adele remtan and Jan neeley 


‘ . 


who typed thé eo a Jane Lee, Dan Colore, and Craig Eoaleri 
ae. aid the comput e progranming; ‘Lucy ORDO Y 7 Wait Frafeis, 
Sates Greenberg, Toy Lewis, and Bill Prosser who did most of 


: Pe f ‘ 
‘the writing, and: the ‘numerous people who reviewed. drafts and 


* 
_ 2@ 


made netpras ‘suggestions. ba - 


« 


we 


gs 


eo ae L., “PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF .FINAL “ANALYSIS ©" + 


a wR , The aa a the sare 7 “ 
om | ¢ a 

: - *. draft anatysis fe the time. of’ NPRM, and a ‘final analysis at the. 
a 2 ; ; . ( - 7 * ' 

a time of final tule. = a: \ 

— : a : - . . . . t g ; | . = . 

Ne ? * Ld ‘3 ' a 

: “Because the ‘final Tyle ig in most respects? ident ical to the 7 


wo 


a a iia tule’ 3 “thigh aph1ens 3 and. because lyttie additional 


o . 3 quant itatave infornat 10, on cae er benefits of aibernatives 


‘ 
. 


: was.-provided by the public COE NER: the ‘drafgyshalysis requires -° 


"9 . 


little hange. RONEN E” the draft rca did rfot explore 


-- certanl _agpects of the proposal, particularly the ° range ‘of: its. 


- ° % 


. : .¢ a 
wn Ba impacts (rather thar averages and totals) -to the degree which : 


a n 


2 _ the Departinent. would: have preferred. “ : . a | 8s, 
. rr ~ % 4 os ¢ os oe fg 
. i “4 = ' . A z : 
Accordingly, we have Srépared t this addeadun to, the draft 
“analysts to both estimate ‘the impacts of the i chan es: Frevi 
yO . the NPRM proposal’ “and ‘to , estimate, in greater d detail the “impact: ; 

ue of the ‘final rule, particularly the differential impacts on ) 

‘ Y ae hae cost ' arid ‘supply of th group mens eee requirements, bye 


off-center, and age of children. 


= 4 » oot 


‘ ; rue. of 
. .», The revisiong are presented as an addendum. ‘The two documents 


ry Ahalysi 


2, hey ee a é “4 
taken together the final Re ulattor 


NG 


at . Bais ‘ fe ge 
ty ‘ t - : - 7 ° i al ; me ee : ; | 
. , i te © 7 , 4 s 5° 
— % ee aren een 
ca ; | Id. SUMMARY 1/ rn ee ee ao 
— os . . bs - BACKGROUND ;: oe a at . an 7 ae a? 4, 
aa _ - Section 2002(a)(9)«®) of ‘vitie XX of the: Sqcial Security Act, . 
_ . ‘ . — enacted 974, (p, i 93-647) directed the Secretary of HEW. es : 
: 2 “ . “ta study Pies Sepnopeyeaiees oF Jie inPbbaaeocy: Day Care 
« he Requirements ¢F LOCR) Scen eee in 1968. . That” Sci | Security ; 
. 7 es _ » Act provision also’ sithorized the: Secretary to, “By regulat ion, 
7 _ Be make such eee the (day care fequirenents) as Cthe 
. ‘Secretary) determines are. appropriate." On June 15> 1979, 2s 
a = 7 ' i ‘ 


‘: : the Department published in the Federal Régister proposed revi-" 


' , . sions to the FIDCR--44 FR. 3475%, The proposed“rules took into -» 
) ‘ Cy n * oY $ « 
y : * > 


‘ 9 ‘ ; . ‘ 
acedunt numerous comments and suggestions made by groups and. 


ra individuals throughout the eountny concerned wath day care services. 


* maf oe » They were gigs based, in part, on informat ion obt ajned : from 


af 


* HEM sponsored studies on the critical elements of may cares 


a —_ é anotucing ‘a Five year Siakvonal Day baw Study (NDC) performed. 


» - oe * ‘by Abt Associates, and Sbugies by HEW' a OF fice of Human Devielop- 4 


° — ’ ~ 6 @ * 


eye P ment Services on child fay are ‘man itor ing, and State day c care 7 


. 


“ ; 3 ‘ 7 8 
- Licensing. . : ee Loo ° 


¢ ' “% a. . 
a a : ° . df y 


: _The June 15 notice invited comment on all aspects of the ‘proposed 
’ ~ 3 rules and poses several, specific “quest ions for | public ’e cons ide- 


ee ; gation. The Dapartment rec 4over 4, 000 aurkteen sl ae in. 


. 


a , - resportse to the June 15 not . In addition, the Bepartment ae 


. . ° * U 
‘ : - #2 7° a ' 
» Vy i . 


- 3 . : 7 6 


Pages [I-1 thru. II-1ll were -excetated verbatim from the final ; 
. nile Preamble, They are provided for the conveniencé of the 
%, ; reader who has ‘not. read the’ final rule. . 


ae * @® 4, . & 


ae : ap . _ ‘ : oo : . ‘e > : a - . . 
Me ee an _* . 6 4 | , 


1A FuisToxt Provided by ERIC as 
“ 


. f ” . 
a : : *[] *. 2 a ‘ 
e ~~ - . é . 
° - ; . a i ; a 


o4 a ip ae 


ce. * 7 test imony on ~~ proposed fules from part i@ipants at 10 HEW rr 


sponsored regional, mectandd and at a national ‘poet ingthet in 
* . &, 
7 A >: : é 


a . Washington, D.C. - : . . i is a ree 


e « 


ae ry ; 2 ’ : 3 * ° 


. . ie “Insdeveloping the ‘final rebulat ions we have attempted to be” Tespone : 


a * 2 


_ Sive to: the needa of the-,Low income. families whose, clrildrén receive . 
ee o 7 m ; se Wes 
: a "day Aare services paid for’ with HEW funds. The regulations are. on : 


3 : . , 7 » * 4 : 4 


’ ; ey 38 desired Eo. ca a day care services that will promote. the safety, a . 


wo. ~ @C » 2 


health and proper deve lopnent of the children. . - an ~ 


on 3 
. oe / s i J . | : : * On 


- “ ‘ 
x a 


\ oe ; 
a 7 ; At dine same, tame, the regulations reflect a coneern thatthe supply , 
om ‘ ? 3 « ae) . 
- a of day care services avéi lable, to HEW fended children not, be "reduced" ; a 
a : : ee cia 
é because of “undue cost burdens imposed by the’ requirements.’ oe ae yh. 
; - —. ; ; : 7 ots 
- . ”. ve - ; ~N 5 \ , ane ° ‘ . ie 
Finally, in formilating the fequlations we have taken into agcount ate 


| ~~ ae _ the need for flexibiliw and Far decisionmaking and the exercise of “i 3 

7 . , e ; ; , | 
{ ) ms _ Judgment by States, ot care pEOvIderS and parents of children: in y eee wed 
~y ¢ 


, get ae *+ / : . v. 
j ¢ “2 ' wits 


4 7 any care. Se Ge gee o % 


‘ ‘ ‘ ’ . . . . 
. c ‘s r . ae . 


a . The June 15 notrce inclyded ani appendix , to the proposed requirements 


: v 
‘ which contained svete ‘of “eye ‘to meet the requirements and “good ‘s 


1 » 


_ Lae Seacbics® fecominendat ions for States and providers, No «appendix 


e a one 


- of \ 
: F ee out Final rules,. However;'*we are Beeparing and ie a 


: ew 4 
oO ‘goon make avai ldble a _Reguitat jons GDide Eonar an expanded <e 4 


a 
-' ow 7 ¢ 


‘ version of the. eriainal apRendix.'.* eae C. a 
i” oe. i ° % a 


r) 7 7 : Led : . o - . 

| ; 2, REQUIREMENTS | "32 = 2% ey 
“The section which follows includes.a summary of all significant tte ged 
r Pars ; od . . ; FR ‘ ; : ‘ 
~ + - changes'that we have made: to the proposed regulations. ~ i. Beg me 


~ 


' Applzcability | 3 


ze 
. . e 
Soa . 


The finaly regulations will app hy to ae care Services funded undbe 


aT 
~ 


“title XX (social services), and title Ww (MIN, Social Services to the 


; Territories, ‘and Child*Welfare Services) of the Social” ‘seeirity Ret | 


aa ¢ _ ‘+ 6 7 i re : . 
‘ , ; 7 | y! ba ee 
. Program Activities 7 V oi? - , . ‘ 
r _ . : Pg ite . . - 


< Availabilit 
4 


and families A, serve, > y * ) = 4 
os ee fe ok 4 


cane: Developmental Disability day care programs. 4 7 


* ‘ 
s 


nx 


‘Of Federal Financial pe hick ation 


« 


We ave adopted tHe proposed FFP rule without any / modification... The ° 
sauteed permits State agencies thé digereton to accept plang of’ 


correction if they, specify reagonable time Periods witHin HEW require- 


’ ’ c 


mefts would be met. The’ requirement thus allows FFP bo cont.inue, for a’ : 


° 


- reasonable period for facilities which do hot panty meet HEW require. 


t . 
mepeo abut which demonat bate a ‘lar, jptent to meet al} standards as. 


senses ps possible and, under a fixed*time schedule. a 


We have adopted the suaonet iors of comment ers who recommend that, ye 7 


require centers ‘plan. sete ies which are developmentally opropti- 


| “ate for, children regardless of their* eames age. We have not 


ct 
me ane educat ional program for day Care centers because 
i a r) 
‘we believe that it is important | for day care genterdg céring for 


r) $ * 


Vv 
children in a variety of different communities to be free to dasign’ - 


their programs to meet the individual needs and wisheg ef “the children 
; ye - : _ o a . : , 


’ Ss 


- 


ae 
cf 


Training °C G0 } cme ; yon: 7 
ae, ° : * an a ; . 238 


The Department agrees with the comments and: research findings, particu- 


‘ 


larly these in ‘the National Day Care Stydy. (WOCS), on the .importance 


i: red : 
of spectelized eraining for, caregivers to quality day care. The 


e> . 
” 


"| Department . has thus ‘adbp ed ‘a | requarement, ih the: final rule that A 


‘without 8 nat. onal ty. recognized child development. credential: 
opener in specialized training related to child care. 


“ he 


s 
e 4 


ae example of a nat iona: ly Fecognized, credential is the Child Develop 


nent Associate (ch): ‘The Regulat ion a will fiat others. 


. 
e XxX 


~ We have algo adopted a requirement that State’ agencies astebiien mode 


“« 


¢ 


7s. « 


/ ymplement a Statewide training. plan*for providing or. purchasing 


‘ 


" specialized training for jall caregrvers,., \.  ¢' oe 


: “’ : a. 
» ‘ 


The Department _agrees a the eommenters who argued thst to ensure. 
* adequate protection,of children in day care settings, new caregivers 
> , - 


aera prest0us experie ce or ‘training need to have at ienst Sorffe 7 y 
a | 


asain: whenthey are fj leet employed. “ Accordingly, we nears a one 


4 * : ° ‘ 
week prigntation Sess ton covering cenrains prescribed cub jockd for, all § 


Ne 


newly hired Caregivers. e have made the ofi eabton period one week ee 


“to ensure that it is adeq ate in scope| However, we do ney require 


4 
e 
‘ that it. be carried out before the ~caregiver assumes caregiving duties, , 


- 


‘ Pr . 


* in recognition gf the cosk invdlved 1n such a requirement. 


° request.’ v , « C 5 , , “- 


ie : ee 
%. “ ’ " A : e 


o ' ’ 


. R a . aa : 7: 
Nutiitfion > . ae rn ae 


be / 


We. have eset: 6. adopt the Sption specifying when’ meals aad anacks 


NV 
. ‘must be preumied and requp Ting that breakfast be providéd ‘at parent. 


¢ 
e 


® 


‘\ 
s ‘ ~ 
’ * 1 
. e 
: o, . 
‘ 
* a. 
<. 
a 
\ 
€ 
= > 
e > 
« 
. 
‘7 
ee 
- 
. 
. 
. 
n 7. 
Pe 
« 
. 
e 
7 
. 
e 
‘ 
en 8 
. ‘ 
e 
id 
ee 
s. 
UY iS 
rN 
d 
a 
i a 
» . a 
. 4 
‘ 
. 
" 
. 


< 


? 


/ 


- Health and Safety. —_ wt — | 4 . o 3 
° ‘ oT ao oa ; . : : : ° ae 


The fiahal rule requires day care centers to have on record*for each 


t * ms 


‘y ( 


enrolled alae 2 within 60 ea of. ‘engol Iment ; a statement -from, a 


“hicenged’ health practitioner, that the, ehitd has received a health * 
. 4 ue 
asebssment and all le immunizdt ions. This statement is not 


e ‘ ra Py 


required for children whose parents object to the receipt of immyn‘i-’ 


os 7, 


zations ‘and. health assessments on religious grounds. 8 
‘ 


' 
mo 


2 * . 4 


The firral rule requires, centers t to aes infoemat ion to parentg, ag 


om ' i 


. ‘needed, concerning child health services avajlable in the community. ‘ 


Centers riuist also sebuet parents in obtaining the needed services. * 


‘ a . « - 
a 
ue 


The final rule requires | State agencies ta pPovide -infonmat ion to each 


“day care center about _the ey of child health services: in ae 
community and about how the services may be obtained. 


. 2 ‘ 


are also required ha make arcahgenehts so that HEW funded children | 


“an day care centérs who are eligible for publicly funded. health 


* 


services, auch -ag those provided under Medicaid’s cial program or 


‘the title y Maternal, anne Child Health Program; receive those services 


“Wg needed. co ae 3 _ 


. 


State agencies 


oe: 


" Physteal’ ‘Cnviconnent. ae a 


‘We. have’ ‘adopted: the suggest ion that we address problems related to 


. re 2 
an 2 e 


r, * % inadequate sdnitat ion in child care Faculities. The final ute 


Sy 


. 


ment specifically directs Staté agencies an States without such. i 
’ ~ 
standards ‘to, establish child care Facility sanitation requirement s 


. 
e 


: . “and: that day care centers caring for HEW funded children adhere to 
: “those standards. . on : : & _ . 
: - J ) a . ; oe fg et : ’ : . 
. Social Services: oe at : yO Ue ee 


. : * be ° 
\ ? a “i 


ee . The. final rule requires ‘day care cons to provide. information to 
“parents, as needed, concern ing social services available in one ? 
) 


oe and to refer parents to needed’ socjal services, "The 


+ owen 


oe ‘center is also required ‘to assist: parents ‘in’ obtaiging the needed— 
services. omy _ ‘- re ne 
' ‘we: . . ; . 6 . ; 

N — 7 t a ‘ 7] . 2 - 7 oo ‘i % 


\ - The final, rule requires ‘State! agencies: ta’ provide informat ion” to 
\ : , oo Me 
. each ee eare center about the availability of social ‘services ine 


“| the “communaty and about how the services tay oP sbtannedy “TE also - 


‘ ‘i \ 

; 4 
ue aoe es State agencies és ‘make arrangements to ensure that nen 
aa a =e we . aD y. 


« “e ® 


fonda children: in. day - ais tonntare whd are’ ‘elagibte’ for’ Federal, 


‘ a 


State and. loteliy funded social Services. receive anos¢ service’ 


we . ao. 


oy 


‘ when. needed, — » we, ee oe, “3 a i. 
- "Parent. Invsivement - _ - , oS : - “as a 
Ry, - “We have ‘adopted the. repose me ‘and ‘added the flirther require- 
we fae ~ =. * : 


ments that centage , inform parents abouk ene day care program and. 
i . 
ite policies and. that” they give nerants meaningful opportunities 
, . to participate ih general program policy making.’ 4 
\ _ — ‘ Py ee a ad i: _ 2 OM x 


oe 


ery 


. 
4 
A 


+ 


e 


Group Composition — 
, ¢ 


The. final rule requires 
a » 
child ratios. . 


‘Birth to 2 years 
2 years ~ 


‘3 to 6 years - 


6to 10 . . 
‘10 to,14 years 
7 fae 


In’each case the enrollment numbers ‘are based on a 12% 
and Rave been rounded off to ‘the nearest whole‘ number, 


os 


Birth to 2 years 


” 


the following gr6up size limits and staff- -" 


© 


« 


a ’ 
Group Size 


Based on ° 
Enrollment* “ * Attendanc 


‘Staffing 
. Requirement 


Enrollment * 


r 4 
J t bd . 
2 years . a 1:4 
a 5 : . 
(3 to 6 years’ . _ 139 
6 to 10 years * — 1:16 
10 to"14 years. o 4220 


~ . ’ . 
’ e 


‘ 


. ow 


. 


rs) 


* les 
a 


Group Size 


Based on. 


Roe 
' 


6. 
e 12 4 
16. 
"44 
~ | 
. 18 
. ; ‘We: 
Staffing | 
Requirement 


| = Attendance” * 


‘ a Aa 
-absentee rate 


a 


a ¢ 


4 


at 


aed 
ry 


-a 


- 


ws 


‘ 


¢ 


4, ; «owes Sys ge : : 
% 7 : 
ae sa 4 - ‘ * ; 

a ‘ ** a ie > . / 

* a” . Ps * ¢ ae 

; oe Sa, RS ae 33 “ ‘ 
ae % , , « Py é * . 3 et 
; gf? « .° ss oy. 3 a + . 


We haves “ipclyded aoveral ‘providzons to al Low centers as ‘much - 


4 


rronibinily ag. "possible to meet “the staffing requirement’ in, cost: 


ef fect ive ways.’ ‘The agulat ich will al low a‘ center ta arrange A 


' . 


Lat df for children pole years of. age and older ‘on a centerwide 


bags; This earns, foe sxanpie,. that a director could agsign a 
* ey wars Lk 
caregiver ais igned to care, for three year olds te ene two year old : 


a 


group as “needed. The ‘regulat ion. wild also. permit centers to 


reassign Anfant caregivers during naptime. The: Department | believes * . 


& vv , . od 


+ that: these pritiisions aotd ‘day care centers needed Flexibility 


fo ad just uhert staffing patterns . in accordance with vacvine needs 


bie 3 


* of the children in care. under the’ requirement, children will not | 


be: left unattended. However, a center will not be penetyzed af 


% 


staff are aedanged based on the individd’l “daily needs: of thd: 


shiddnen.. _* 4 - & Be 36 oe FE 
. _ 
4 C sets) ~SS. 
"Non-caregiving staff may be counted when crepes are providing a 
‘direct, care to children, arid hot pecforning as nee capegaying i 
Cuties, if they part icipate in specialized child care eraining: 8 
) “3 
Volunteers nay bey counted: toward meet ing the staffing requirements 
“eas : 


af they work 10 hours a en or’ more and part ieipate “in Specjal-— 
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at all times of the day, except during arrival. and departure . >: 
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vf 
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gee te care training. By requiring that volunteers’ work 1. oY 
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OauES 2 a week, or more, we encourage eeistally of care for the - 
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children. o .. 2 4 al 
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Day care centers are required¢to meet the group size requiremefits; 
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: is ‘ig: 
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times, meals, naptime and special activities’ -- such as Fields«:5 


, trips arid playground activities, * 4 
; ; Po 7 . — ‘ 
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a ae “The FrnaY” Fale, adopts the: péovi sion a es for guied age groups, oe i 


“oe a. 
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= as chajdren aré in mixed age groups, ‘qroup aiZP ehat be: based Upon , 
. . & , Py . . 
ke re ‘the age of: ‘the -youngest. chile: ‘in the grow. Mss acen in the os. so — 


alee oa jpungest age eqtagory: make up p is than* twaty pérgent of the group, 


a _ “thé group size for ‘the next highest age category shall be gr PqUECy 
LS ’ 463 ‘ . . . ‘ a 
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The Qepartnen is issuing separate cenbe reer for day care hanes ana. - 


has made some revisions to the proposes puaee in order to be more. ~ . a 
; ; 1 


‘ responsiye to one unique characteristics af home day care. We agree 


- 


. a with thoes connchters ‘who pointed out ‘that nome day care differs from” | . 


, Q 
ef: ae 
se: , ; care in many ‘respects. It 18 more informal”.than center care : 7 


Ve o. e % aa 
We oe ge Ba 18 provided by individual women ends men who take care of a few - 
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ae ae children: in their own homes. nme average day care home cares for 
y 


ia a three. or > four “children, ) At the same tine, we “think chat: Federal 


i ee F requirements are needed to protect the health and safety of children 
7 receiving care 1n day. care homes and to promote their normal deve lopment. 
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"The ffnal rule requires day"¢are home Meee ‘to establish a daily 


.:, program of activities for children, However, the ecbivitias plan need = 
\ os . 
' -. + Mot, be in writing. oe 


a : "All home caregivers must comply with the same training requirements as 
mete e a =) ‘ 7 ° ’ 
. ee a x a Py r : ‘ ; ; s 
a are required for caregivers in centers. (see discussion above) and the a 


State-agency 18 required to make training available to all home 
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dhe final. rules for- day fare shomet in - areas of health, _ safety, 
a — é 7 . 
: ‘ sayaneel: envazoniient social services, ‘and Cease + ee wall 
» * Remain “the same, 98 the propgacls in hens areas "publish d in the pe 
Notice of dpsed Rutene ing... ° a. a os | 
*- < ‘ : of  - bd ‘ << = . 7 : 
The: Final, nutrition tule “for day care homes 1s SW cane as. the . 
: g - 
i center qutrition requirement. That is, “nenes are _qequited Ss 
= 
: - provide adequate and nutrytiaus meals, 
2h ot : se ‘ ‘ = . . . . , 
\ fhe group composit ron" requirements wit remain ‘the same as proposed ° 
a fi “fn the ap of Proposed. Rureneand excapt that two ‘aadivicnal 
: school : age ‘hitaren may be “cared- For in homes in mney no my henies 
“ are being cared for. - * 
= F { , * 
STATE AGENCY ADMINISTRATION oe - &. a 
So a : : 
Monitopang 4 ‘ SS ee 
The final regulation will require that States visit Te day care’ 
‘ facilities in the State at least once every , IEE years. - 
«; Q 
. 4. 
“Rates. of Payment ; ; 4 
Like the proposed rule, the final regulation requires State’ agencies 
~tg take into ccount the costs, associated. with meeting HEW réquire- 
ments an getting ‘dell day cad payment rates. In ‘addition, in the 
Sveti ot Final regulation, we havé’ adopted the suggestion that State agencies 


\- . . 
‘be required ke make available to he public” upon request the basis 


for their day care payment rates, and the procedures used if deter-- 


-, mining the rates. — 
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~ 4 8 TK Final’ rule requireg~that the Stat é Agency have 7 nae . ‘ 7 : Bo. 
° ’ - ° Z Advisory cane ta advase on the implement ation of- the HEW day c&re 2” an : 
- . ; | ‘edqutements a that the Oquneil “inclyde™ represent ation from parents of 
. | 7 ae " "HEW ae ieee day care centers and hemes providers an relevgot 4 


~" public. agencies, Many States have’ day care advisory councils and = net 
* Noe, Moa / ~ * an : t 
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>. * We have decided’ to allow State agencies ta waive thie stat fing 


; -requicenght in centers .1n which not more: cian 20% or atactcnbwe 
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“48 lower) are HEW Funded children. The waiver’ pravision will allow. ; 
‘~ sy — 8, - s . 
oo .agencies the Flexibility to place some children in, centerd: not 7 a 


neet ing HEW aire rues nee. day’ care services would otherwise Coat 
ws, , ‘ “ , 
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All the requi renents will ee effect gerne Fron their publi- . t 
' ue “oe 
cation date except ‘for ‘the training requirement and the requirements 


. 


aire that day care homes inform parents about and refer them ta health 
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and pacie’ services which will. ‘be ef fect*ive April 1, 1981. We have 
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allowed sdaitioaal time ‘for the new eres requirement because we os 
£\ y2 recognize that the States need extra time to dave lap their Statewide a 


e training plans, ‘and to make trainihg Opportunities: dvatiebie: to 
| cdregivers. We have allowed additional t ime for day care homes to 
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meet the \nformation and referral requirements in the health and a 
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\ Soc val services pioviaxgns: to give thane caregivers adediiate tame’ 
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to learn about. Svailgote Ee and poe to’ provide effect ive 
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- Very few Soeante were redeived wh ich, directly addressed the draft 


if 


ee Regulatory Analysis. ye. most: ‘extensive eritaque was written by, = 


aTth Couneit of. Wage and Price, Stability (CWPS). _ Whi le not agrees ~ 


‘ wath many of the’ eaeee uf the CWPS, 


this analysis has 


. ‘ ‘ : wos : s 
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tried to be resnonnive ‘ its concerns. ' ‘ . ie 


* The Group ‘Composition. Requirenant is the, most controversial. and’ _ 
: ae ‘* = aM 
potent ial ly expensive require _ ‘This: bddehdun tas: at teint ta. 


present fluch more detail about that requirement ma, presented in - 
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Ps, draft Regulatory Anelysis.. We also tried to correct, be the 
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extent. that ‘avaliable date allow, the Limitat iéne mentioned in ne 


. draft stich: a8 “dif ferences. between profit and non~prof it cant ive 


ane sang a a states, ane .2 nf 2 _ wy 


Even with these good intentions, we at ill are limited by ene 


gruerty of data congerning compliance with current regulat ions and 


State administrative  bxpendk tures. We must reenphasize that most 


of our regueen.ane not ad, precise as anpived by. the presentat.1on 
] oS 
of oo ‘estimates, an: _approseh we take simply for“the con~ 


venience of the reader. 
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~ Even if we had precige, acedrate data about the state of day. care 


pa ; _ JS ' 
— Z and 1ts coats todays ‘we weute still be unable to preditt. precisely 


jo * s 7 how States, facilities, and sane wel. react to our requirements. aa 
: ia : Moreover, there are a cunbag of ether’ Factors, such as mtax. 
revolts", inflation, unemployment , Ree Prinhosephless. State 
5 ft he epee practices, etc., nich: join w] th Federal day care : 
He regulations to influence the day care market. 7 
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; | ae A 3 Sine. the NPRM and eng scare Regulatory Analysis were peers in 
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° - *June.1979, the Department. has made Given budget , requests to, “OMB 
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and the Congress. ‘These requests. are, in’ part a result of he 
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» id ¢ 7 bas have. reouested an additional "$29 million for FY, 1981°.for: Title a 
f 2 9) " 


ne Training to facilitate the implement at ion o the training 
po te ~pequirement We have requésted additional Pedeval: staff, 


rimaril for the Regional. Offices, to support the HEW responsi- 
pr %- 


at g S % ee ee to provide. technical sasigtance,to States and panera 
to help disseminate material are Informat ich and ‘to\monitét 
comp] iante Of. the new’ “pequirenents. We have reallocated $6 
"y 
— “millfon in FY* Heo and. -proposed that $9 million in FY 1981 funde 
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i * be used ,to develop research and material's which, will fact te 
: understanding and imp Lenent’at:ion of these tegulations. ° 
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HIGHLIGHTS y “aes a 
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The’ proposéd regulations apply directly to two modes of care-day. 
: : oy t 


care centers and Family day care Panne ae POnnGee througp the Social 


y 


¢ Security Act.- They in tee a to the state agencies which sdminjater’ 


Sa all 
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ra 
4s, 


social services and purchase child care. They ‘affect, indirectly, 
- # m 
striae sources of services. for these chiidren, including. the Nedioaid 


s 
. 


program. The regulat ions,do not c&er most privately purchased day’ 


care, some Federally funded care, of in home care. 
| . a Geng Se = a 
‘The proposed Tegulations cover ‘many aepects of day care, ineluding 


training | of earegivet staff, grouping requirements, nutrition, neath, 


and State enforcement. : Each of these BepeenS awetyes distinct 
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alternatives, and creates distinct costs and fsferite: which are 


‘analyzed separately. 
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The most: important ‘cost and benefit, impacts of the peppees oo 
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latrone are, presented below by eonbcasting the regulations, to ‘the - 
present costs of partially shifopced Tjtle XX day care fegulat ions 


and to a rigidly interpreted and fully enforced FNOCR. 


> 


Cost est imates were based for the most part on 1976-1977 data, and . 
assume full implementation, which will not occur before fiscal year 


1984, ii this section when the dollar est imates are ‘inflated to ‘ 


1980 dotlars fein a 1.35 inflation factor): they are shown in. 


P paverithgupissl! 
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i come vo . | \ 


As explained/bedow, the 1.35 inflation factor is a: rough estimate, 
showing what 1980 costs would be if 1977 practices had been continued 
with no. change other thag keepifg . -up with overall inflation. In some 
States actual spending has undoubt éd ly increased la and ih others ° 
Morey than -this factor. Wé dd not nave eed a0 uate on either 
costs or enrollment. . 
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Overall Conclusions. 
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Effects of the proposed beg lations on children will be 


. 


beneficial as compared to current practice, due stanarily to 


ih 


‘ the ‘pbsitive, effects of caregiver training, to the absence of 


. adverge’ ef fect’s+ from relaxing chiid-staff ratios, to early © 
prevention anid detect ion of potentially expensive health 
problens, and to the provision of needed health services. : 


the proposed regulat ions are Likely: to result ° in costs which 
are about: 5% higher, on average, thbn the base cost. - an 

_ increase‘ of’ perhaps $82 million ($111 million in, 1980 Sivas): 

’ The full cost of the changes in requirements #ilE be phased, 


over'the next 3. years: and will be felt at the earliest in 


ve oe FY 1984, | —% : 


The increases generally occur ee of the aeaumpt ion that 


+ , all re uirements will evenbtiell be enforced mdre rigorous 
— a & “ Hove: the’ re ulations will, cost from two to three -h =e 
<3 a , : a. ‘million: dollars less than the 1968 PIDCR, if they were st eiethy: 
, a ae eres y interpreted and fully, enforced ae figure III-1 1 and - 
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“ government Funded? childrenl . : 


: : The éost base is: ; about ‘$800 mil Tgp: (1980 “= MM; 880, { ge 
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oa annuall}, for 400, 000 average child enrol inert. au the’ 
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a 1968 FIOCR were ‘strictly enforced, the- base woutd be qver. 
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. The. group composition requirenent, could increase the 
staff ing Posts $24. million in the fiearly: ZO cénters 


Ly 
. which are, “est imated not. to meet the final, Tule, Approstts 
mately $12 million of additional cost ‘gan be avoided if ! 
. S). aes . a ms tt . 
‘State ‘agencies waive. the ‘requirements For centers that’ 
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_serve fewer than 20% or ey Government “funded children. 


d a About 6000 centers have many more caregivers than . — 
. bal od 
: . _ bequired. pesefounsius" eptedters are almost Four 


times greater than the ndfiber neiged ‘int centers. with 


o 


deficiencies ie: ~numbpr of, earegivers. Tf budget 
v ©: 
conscious States or center ditectors attempted to reduce 
\. 


costs in, these genters, t.hey ciuld ‘possibly Jedice cost oy ; 
an additional $10 to $32 mil Lion, completely of get ting 


the $24 million and,. together with the use of waivers, 


an 


saving up to $20 nition compared to present staffing ' 
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costs. There are some variations in ‘the incidence of , &, 


oo. 
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costs by. regions and by type -of center. Region VL (Arkansas, 
Louisiana, New Mexicd, Oklahoma, and Jexas) is Jikely to 
have the greatest percerit age cost increase, about 10% ‘of *. 


planned expenditures: or 4% if the States waive the staff+ 
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ene requirements in center serving relatively few. 
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“On avettage, for profit centers will, have’ larger ¢ost in- 
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‘There ary 


creases. ‘(or smal ler afin cost savings) , 


. « 4500 center? (45%) t now Serving ‘goverhiment “Funded children 


thbt-wautd be in compliance with these group “eomposi ion + 7 
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_fequirenenta a these centers elected ‘to getve sthese childre 
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“gize, are bt ligved to have very important, beneficial ‘ 
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ef fects..oh the children ‘served,, Alehoughy the final ule, is 


believed to maintaaa oe a care: intended by: the: FLDCR. 


2 ¢ 


. U 


‘Toval. cost of current ‘trainthg is i epoul $15 - §20 million 


“(ost Ly: State funded, not in center. budgets). : The. protected 
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“Most children. now receive needed neeith examination and_ 


o. 


services ‘from other sources, pabebiy EPSOT, Wedachiat co Com- : 


munity Health ceateres 
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and privatg fee physicians. The 


Us health services costs for.these children (virt Lly none’ in 
aban budgets) is now about vee million. - Enforcement’ of 


. &@ 


he ‘proposed requiegpent gis expected tio increas 


i 


e ee about » 


s ad 


$20-§25, mith lign. for services’ a ident ify and. Ereat health 


v. ‘ 


* 
\ 


problems of childresi ‘in centers currently sligible for, but 


tot regeaving, needed services. The propgsal is abput ‘equal 


* 


? 
‘ 
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a 


_in » dost: to. ‘an enfarcedys 1368, FIDER. 
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‘ * = 
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‘These group: “composit ion requirements, ‘part ieularly the group” , 


‘less stiringent, -thus less ebstly than the 1968 FIDOHy, Se 1s" _ 
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ry 


Ne 


itr ye ° 
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Social services requirements do. not Fequire actual Gelivery ms 3 


“ <é ¥ "ee 
yy ‘ A 
services by centers. . " Assistance to parents in apd needed . 


pene ae ee eee Sia, ees Gane eS es Pee ieee s4 ip Ses 


x 


ener Tee ee for health seryiges). will costs an dhoneased. 


» $5- $10. aiilion annually, Data Limitations make it iqeawbiet 
to est imaté - extra demand for, and costs to aotial: services 


“and welfare. systems which these ee? may ‘generate 
Me. an) 


"(except for health services, ls above)*’ These costs 


could, Nowever be ‘aignificant. : a : i" 

« ; mY Ay 8 , a : . p : 

ey ce —~ a ‘ se 

‘For nutrition, reece of the proposed requirement ; 
( 


(which i8 the same as in the Jagpfioce) might add $4 million ns 


iN 


fi to the $100 million base For meals ind snack, mented 


\. 
oan the small number of centers: which, do ‘not now provide 


, 


< 


“Se meals. In addition, allowing com ta request 2 yy . 


that ‘eonvare Provide break ‘ast: to their children would cost ~ a 
f 
4 
‘an stevens $10 million in snesthina of the ‘centers which. 
4 ' Be 

s n6t now provide ‘this ‘meal, ' 7 ' 7 ae ST 

° " For all‘ other requirements, center cest increases or | , . é ee 
‘decreases are expected to be minér-on q national.basis. ke _ ( } 


» ‘However, some providers may continue to face cast problems in 
4 > ® 


complying with State and lotal facility and safet} codes. 


. J 
* These’ todes can, in ‘afew PE RBSeS iy require pxpens iy one-time . , 
9 , 3 ‘ Hog 7 
. structural changes. . : 
‘ . : : » + > 4 
ft 
4 ; 4 
° v2 ™. ’ g . 
N € 7 ~ ¥ ‘ 
ae 
: Fa ? e @. 
é «\ ‘ 
=? . . i 
, a J x; “ =. 
a e 7 _ s 
e . + - 
. ) , 2 
‘ of ; 


Sy 


~s 


i) 


. 


x 


Day- Care 
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The overall effect of the proposed requirements on center 


budgets ig potentially significant. The national increase to 


center budgets could be about $20 million (exclusive of ° 
. : aa 
heaith and ‘other cost increases not in provider butgets). 


a ‘ 
t 


The cisftent day care home cost_base "is about $500, million 
posed Atak 
($675 million in 1980) annually for an’ aveuage of about 


“A 
150,000 subs 1dized - and fee children and 100 000 children of 


“f 


ao 


« 


caregivers. Only about’ half of the’ total cost 1s reimbursed, 


_ The remainder is, in effect,“ danated by care-givers and 


parents. The 1968 FIOCR, if dhforced, would have cost about . 


$100; million more’ than the current cost .base. 


higher coats,, significantly 


The proposed tratning requirement will Les costs bY $12 


ad 


million ($16 =” over an exist ing: base of about $5 


million. iis is. pilaanily : een effect. For these 
\ . : 
g 


Cod 


. : j 


This increase is paid by other public and private health 


é r 
systems, not by day care providers. 


igher benefits will be obtained: 


Health costs would increase by about $15 million ($20 million). 


Nutrition costs in Family care will rise about $10 million to: 


o 


‘ 


allow parents to request. bieakfast from these proviUeESs 


Eas \ 


® aye bead od : t : Int bd 8 


Othes cost increases and decreases are minor 
se for family day care. Grouping requirements would not’ change ~ 
7 _ signifacantly from either present practice or the 1968 FIDCR. 


& 
& 


Secial services follow-up requirements’ are not proposed. (this 


Ces 3 at the major differences between proposed center and family 
2 ; ry we ‘ 


° 


< 4 _. day care requirements). 


° ‘ J 


A special problem arises because current State reimbursement 


= = 


* ce a rates do not cover the full costs of providing regulated 
f . family care, where perhaps one-third of "econdmic" costs are 
‘ a not reimbursed. Although ‘tye prpposed spgullations do not ° 
+ directly address: this roble ; training and other ‘requirements 


. generat ing increased a 4on to Ehes sector “iii likely 


= . * ee ie ‘ 7 er = 
| @&fect current reimbursement pract ices. 1 


“% a 


Finally, a small number of family day care providers will 


be unable to meet enforced physical facilities and other 
oo ik : State-1mpoded requirements, depending entirely on what 


‘ standards States set and enforce, 


Total cogt increases to peenhy dy. care provider budgets are <« 


small, *Most ee increases will be felt in shate a agency 


a 


traingga a presre® epee. 
\ : 1 oo fs ) 


ate and Federal, Administration for Both Center and Famil Care, 


° Hey, e a a . , : * d 


The cost base for State administration is estimated at 


a 


a ". about $100 ‘million ($135 million in 196Q) annually, exclysive, 


of training costs. a 
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Uncertain Effeéts- ; 7 Sieg ‘ 
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Many states can implement. and enforce these regulations with 


little or no cost increase. However, in 10-15 States, spend- 


\ 


ing for ‘technical assistance ead particularly for 


‘family day care; is quite limited, The proposed regulation: 
3 


wi}l increase their costs by about $5-$10 milion annually, . 


a 


“ ; h . 7 e _— ‘ oo, . 
Federal+enforcement costs, including menitoring of States, 


may grow from less than $250,000 at present to about $7 to $9 


million annually, for systematic enforcement and technical 


. 
oe ’ , 

. . . ’ 
€ 
& "e 

. 4 , 
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assistance, 


A major uncertainty in estimatimg casts and,benefits of the 


, 


new regulation is the degree to which HEW agd States mil \ 


enforce the requirtments, and whether adjustments An reimburge- 


t 


ment rates will ‘be maee to _campengat e for the cost of meets 


. . 


enforced requirements. “thas will be heavily devendent on 
State legislatures and their appropriation decisions. - 
a ‘ ‘ 
be fy. me 
an draftihg these regulations great effort Was made to 
‘peduee ab oats in the. language andes eliminate unenforce- 
“gia peguicomenks, both major problems in’ the 1968 FIOCR. | 
However, gome degree oe Lat igude ai interpretation -or enforce- 


abality temaine, in the area of training, health, and social 


services, Cost ‘ and Senerite) ‘est imates in those areas 
ae 


are correspondingly. uncertain. 
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Data on existing practices, and their costs, ate of uneven: . 
qualaty. For example, the number of children now receiving 
breakfast and State/local administrative costs are Unknown. tet . 
_ , Wg . . . 
As a cofsequence, predict ing cost changas is difficult. 
“Quantitative benefit data, with the major exception of’ * = 
. Pd . * ba 
. grouping requirements, are also sparse. ey ees , J 
. ° & a oo 7 
ees ‘ : -! ; ; bo 4 
The full effect of recent and future inflation’ and changes in 


oP) re “ 


the minimum wage -are unknown. Such effects may be substantial, 


but are largely independent (of, the specific requirements in | 


r) @ 
the propoged requlations. . ~ a % ( 
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IV ANALYSIS OF PROVIDER REQUIREMENTS =f : 


. fg P 
«€ ; t . af . 
. : | ; — a 
1. GROUP COMPOSITION / °° - 4 
¥ z bi y 3 . 
~ : ; 3 ye 4 
a, Requirements S pa oe 
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The requirertent's of the’ Final reguldtions are ateprayed in. Table 
“1V-1 and ae’ with the 1968 ci and the NRRM Options A and 


B. The final sequtebions: are the same as Option A for children 

age four years and older. They contain slight fy different age . 
breaks’ for children younger than Fours The ratios and group ,sizes 
are hae stringent than Option A for children ened Q-24 months and ' 


t 


‘° 
. 


30=36 months but less: strihgent for children 36-48 months. 


te 


\ 


| In addit ion to the rat i and ae size-limits the regulations 
" present a number ‘of debails for their i aaa and enforcement; 
O.gey ee to count (trained caregivers), what to count (‘scheduled . 
enrolled hours or dteodansels wae bequerenais do not {ory 


(group size does not apply at lunch time), etc. 


‘ b. Costs : > 


vy 


The most important single factor aureeeng center costs is staffing. 


Staff salaries usually comprise at least 60% of center costs. 
4 w 


Total costs, in turn, are heavily affected by ataff/child fat io 
_ : 


requirements. The draft Regulatory Analysis used a complex 
, . Ls % . . 
econometric model to estimate the costa of thi§ requirement. This 


“Ae Cina wives does not use that model, because of me ne 


~~ 


analytic problems. This analysis employs a simpler, more direct 


* method of cost estimation is used. a 


for | © 
3 ” ; t 
° at * \ ; * ~ rv 
MAXIMUM ‘CHILDREN PER ; 
) 
‘105,100 
- 460 - 72 Mos. 1:90 9s 00 437 27,100 
— | Peas 


6-10 yrs. ss sl6 = s—iti«éi: dG 4:18 U5. 37/600 © 
k c a, . . : 
10-14 Yrs. 9% = 1:20 1:20 State Option 1:20, ° 4,400 
_ 357,700 


. 


a ° s : t 
Y ‘Enrollment rather than attendance. « — 
2/_—‘~Fuli-time equivalent, fron National Day Care Study. 
ee. a re . 
a i vs . ° : Lg > 
| - 33 oa 
wo . my 
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oo 7 ‘W-2 7 . 4 . 


‘ oo = v a ‘ - Fe : ¥ i i 
ot a ‘ \ the draft analysis, a aa uses data from the 


National Qay Care Study | (NOCS ‘obtained in 19 and 1977 from a 


¢ 


; to nat ional totals. For each center we caleurated the number of 


s 


staff. that would be required tor each age, grouping of children by” 


* 
A 


didine: the total children by the. required ratio. The sum of these 


calculations. for all ages of children in the center equals the 


eatipates required staff. 1/ The ounber of "deficit" or "surplus" - 


) 
staff is obtained by subt ract ing From that sum the number of “+ 


: caregiving atarf reported. The deficit identifies pancete that eee 


would have ere difficulties. Such centers would have 


‘several choices -- hire more staff, reduce, ne nunpei of children 


\ e 


served, change. a we mix of-chilren served, or refuse to serve 


Federally funded children. Centers with surplus staff can either 


¢ 


* operate unchanged,-: enroll more children (at ‘some additional cost), 


“ # 


or redeplpy (or reduce) staff. = —*& 
<\ 


_ * . < & - . a 
ype Department can estimate the number of Soneace: staff, and 


children in a deficit or ccrelus status with reasonable conf idence, 


but we are unable to predict how centers and state administrators 


. 7 7 eo 
- # will react to enforcement of the néw regulation. 


\ . ; 7 : , 
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' 


————————— - zy _ a 
1A” This analysis assumes that the age distribut ion within federally funded 


centers has remained constant. While this may not be true, we \do at \ 
how the distribution is changing, although there are some indicatidns | 
" that percentages of children uneee 3 and nyt 6 are increasing, ° + 
Yr : . 


s 
” , : ty 


Aationally repkesentatve sample of Boput 2500 centers, extrapolated 
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wey 
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‘Thas inability+to make such predictions is the source of one of 
‘the major concerns expressed about the analysis of child-staff 


rat to costs contained in the draft Regulatory Analysis. For. 


t 


: example, the Council son Wage and Price Stability (CWPS ) muest toned 


. whether centers’ that have "voluntarily" overstaf fed. by exceeding: 


, State” and Federal minimums would acbuslly reduce ‘staffing; or® | 
whether arbeng that currently meet ‘more steiagent. staf fing’ 
~ requirements would eacice staffing to reflect the aie, less. 
at ringent requirements. a - 7 ‘ 


7 ~ 
e 


We do not agree entirely with the canclusion of the CWSP. comment 


° 


-- for one thing, “overstaf fing" 18 not, purely voluntary in view 


an. of F tne 1968 FIDCR and the explicitly pemporaty moratorium 
on its e fstcondik.. However, we de agree that a range of outeomes 


1s pospables ecendinaly, we have now calculated and presented 


the data to display required increases and potential deckelese, 


_ separately, without attempting to predict ‘precise responses. ; 


‘ : 3 . ote 


. ' : . ts e * ; 
+ Table IV-2 shows the’ result of the revised analysis. -It applies 


a * . o 
‘ . \ 


the final regulation to the operations of the sample of centers, 
. Ny ¢ , . 
éxtrapolated to national totals. ‘[t shows that there -are. about — 


t 1,970_centers (including those that could have the staffing 


requirements waived because they’ serve fewer than 20% (or 10) . 


Pi 


a government funded ‘children) which would negd tovadd staff--- in 
total #,105 caregivers -- and;about 6,088 (75% of the total) 


‘centers that have sufficient st aff to meet, the requirements. 
. = . . y ‘ r) fy 
- These latter centers have about 4 times more "surplus" staf.f 


, . ) - 
7 + a than the minimum needed in under-compliance centers. 


“ 
we 


. TABLE se, 2. es ; . 
( , . : , 
4 a a . 1% : 
COMPARISON OF POTENTEAL COSTS AND SAVINGS FOR REGULATION OPTIONS: aa 
. ast ** ‘CHILD TO STAFF RAFIO REQUIREMENTS . 


(1977 dollars) © re 


So , . , Ch vom 1976 Practice eo | 
Centers serving Government Final. ae Option 1968. Actual ‘ 


. Bunded Children 1/ _ Beg. Bb! FUR _1976 
: ‘Number of Centers re . . . — _'8,058 
~ FTE Children (000), 2/ f- - 359 
wy a oS : PTE Caregivers 000) 2/ | >) i : ak : . 58 
» _ ‘ . 2 aes : Pod 
Salary Costs (millims) - +° = 4°, 7 NS gaa 
Tae ; - } : 2 : : . . ° ‘ 
_, . ‘Centers in Compliance = 6,088. 6,085. 6,745 9,473 
> eG ; ‘ 
[ -% of Centers in Catpliance a | 758 75% 84% 67% 
Staff above mifiimum | }6,318. 16,041 19,948 12,496 
| Children served (000)° Bh BL 5 26 a 
—* 8 of ‘children in Complying Centers 75% . 70% ' 808 608 , 
" Salarie above Minimum—Potential , 2 a F at a 
> Savingd (millions) $97 i‘ $95 $119 + $74 ' 
oe * . Y . ( ‘J : ; 6 ‘. 
‘ . , -? : : ; weet , ‘ 
, Centers Not in Compliance - 51,970" 14973. 1,313 -2,623' +, 
Children Served (000), ° - 105 108. 74 5 = ,143 
“Additional Staff Needed Without Waiver 4,105 3,336 ° 1,838 - 5,529- 
fo P Nay ’ : 
aa Add tional Staff: Needed Using Waiver 2105 1,607. ° 872 3,800 : 
Salaries of Additional Stafé , : . | 
Needed Without Waiver (millions) . $24 7 °$20 $11 $33 
° e ‘ o * _ - 
ies of Additonal Staff = - . - 
"Needed Using Waiver” (millions) .$12 NA [ia NA * 
. ; z : ; . ° ; : | _ = 


- 


. * “SOURCE: Special: ¢ computer runs .frem National Day Care Study. a" 


Y «For additional ‘analysis of profit and iovpeoeit ogntera, as well as non-. 
subsidized centers,-see séction- ele on effects by Center Type 
(Profit/Non-Profit) a 


2/.., FIE - futi-time haa 40 hours per a _ , 


ERIC | _ : Jot {5 Se 
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JA Funrtoxt Provided by ERIC : . . , 
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ev 


iming that. staff were hired to fill the deficit, and that 


- 


€ 
- 


used waivers, but that no additional savings were taken, - 
1d cost about 12 wetlieac at 1977 pices to meet the 


re iecemect. 


4 


million. at PY 1977 ee 


rices' to meet the Final pequicements 


* 


atavels: setae no use of the waiver But that "surplus" 
‘3 teduced staff by one-fourth, thete would be nd net cost, 
| avin gs and increases exactly offsetting. This latter result 
ghly. that ‘projected. earlier- by the econometric model, sents 
gins why Option A of the NPRM (virtually identical to the . 
“ was est imated to create a $2 million Savings? ives 7 


even, " Finally, if. can "surplus" ¢enters took the full 


gs" through staff “attrition, nd all deficient centers met 
g 


rices). 
e either of the extremes t to be likely. 
» os : ° 


ry . 
¥ % 


¢ 


| $97 million ( FY'1977 The Depactment does ok 


: \ 
eurpl 8 not deficit centers will ates tia: age mix of children 


Servad, and (b), that ratios will be enforced, -° 
2 ; ~ 


aide rate ($2.59 per hour) with 15% Fringe benefit 

~- 1976 Supply Study. 1980 costs use 1.35 inflation factor. 
ion V.2. Rates of Reimbursement for discussion. of; inflation 
Annual wages of $5957 a 1977) and $8042 (FY daa were 
these calculations, 


Ravage: 
($2.98) 
See-gec 
fac 

used in 


° pra 


quirement by chang 19 the age mix of. children sebved, ehe ot 


fect of the Final, rule would be to reduce ‘day care goats by 


If waivers-were not used it would ease about 7 


“ 
ne 


Bee 


"ee 


> 


ie Section V we show that the waiver provisio could allow States 


m4 FFP children. . With p the high ptoject ion ‘becomes $3. i 
- 


The high projection assumes that the entire $24 millidn deficit’ , ..- 


4 : 
— ° nee ‘ . 


wall be met through ‘new hiring, partially gffset by a nominal 10%. 


($9.7 million) decrease, taken ie durplug i er cast 


‘cheese. nat tonal ly of, $15: tniilLion ($20 million in 1980 dollars), e 


\ 
‘prior ‘tq exercise of the waiver. ‘The Tow projerter assumes that 
’ 


fully Sne=Enitd, of all lgapebecrsr ‘savings will be realized, with . 

this $32 “million saving more than offsetting the same $24 million ve 

deficit, forsa nat cost decrease of $8 million a million ‘i 1980 

“dollars prigt té ‘exercise of waivers. ; , oa sO % 
s ; ; : a . . ? ‘ 7 . 


"el 
Under oth Eyaseeroney chars: would be a. savings of $12 million if 


Oa 


all atales axetciaed a@ waiver for centers with. small numbers of 
i 


o 


million, and the’ low projettion creates a. Gost. decrease ef $20 ~ 


. 
a . 
“8 


estimates bracket a "reasonable range" of beater yd. ote <7 


3 


° respons . We candot prayide any pects justification for this ‘y 


particular \range calculation. Hower, in abe of the rapid ' 


_ increase in coats which centers face, a state which simply 
-left its reimburst 
‘ 
would’ pkace ‘great pr 
Foal 


ent rates’ unchanged over a one-year period 
sure on the centers to reduce costs. With 
substantial turndver in enter ayat ty ome attrition would « : 


allow centece: to achieve ; ga King’, and at least some centers in 
“some states would updoubt edly’ se this sapporviniltyi te aainbally 


o 


solvency by reducing staffing not \needéd to satisfy regulatory 


e 
' 
. 


requirements./ a ia . - _ 8 
Ne oe ee - 8 


’ ‘ 
3 : ) 
= ’ : . : 
- . eo . 
ay ’ . 


to reduce. the $24 million inftreage ir, coste- by $12 million (16 in. 
1980 ieee of 7 a ‘ 
- Ow . : . of 7 
- +. O . f 
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ae, — ee this overal] a there fre differenfial impacts by.,type 
; se Sand locat ion of center. To display differential impacts,. various: 


. Me Z . ae 
Be a Le a 
cost scenarios can be considered We have chosen \to present two 


sy ¢ 


& 


an the analysis below: (a) an unlikely “worst pase" in which. all’ 
4 , ‘ v 


\ : likely "state_efficiency case " assuming that budget and cost 
, # o5 6 - 


2a, conscious states will exercise administrative sctions to purchase 


e 
. 


“(mare than one-third) gtaf fed above the minimum, as well as 


~ 
a . « . oo, 


. exercise waivers. However, these twor cases do. n@t exhaust the 


fa ‘ 


range @f possible impacts, ‘repregénting,only the high and middle 
a ‘portions of the range 1/ 


Regional Effects ae ae 


v _ < 
The potential cost inérease of $24.5 million for déficit centers - 


represents about 3.6% of the estimated Title XX day care expendi- 
¥ 


oie . tures ($684 million) in FY as Table IV-3 presents the *addi- 
| ional staff and costs for the 10 HEM Regions. The regulations 
would have the greatest potent ial eck on Regfon VI (Arkansas, 
. Loudsiana, New MEXICG), Oklahona,, and Texas). In these skates: 
additional étaff would obak about $5. > million and cenccsent 
. alfrost 10% of the planned wer day care expenditures. Region V , 
~ 4 ( _, faces the srexe tetueat deficit, ee 4 atiion (5.8%). a is 


followed by Region Vv in dollars ($6. 3 mebhton): and Region X in 


os" percentage of budget (4.8%). -° : 7 me ; os 
; ee z " Big j . 39° . | : . : 


: ‘ : 
DO. ; r . » * 


Es A third poweibiity would be (c) an unlikely "perfect frugality" 
; case me which at possible Seu Oes rabout $100 million, were enna 


deficit centers — in éach state are forced ip Mo scnpliance with no 


change 1n the other cénters and no use of waivers, and ‘(b) a more 
; : ; ra ry ‘ 


care From. centers that are not below ‘cbmpliance, nor  cttreaily : 


TABLE [V-3 


Bue ig 


casts AND SAVINGS OF ALTERNATIVE CHOICES TO MEET STAFFING 
- REQUIREMENTS BY REGION 1/7 a 
(1977 dollars in mil Lions) 


- 7. - ‘Cost (Savings) if States and Centers: 2/ 
+1977 - Use Waiver 


Reg ipa os » ”~ Rlanned -Dqg Not Wse +s Use — and Reduce 


(Headquarters, City) Expenditures 1/ Waivers 2). Waivers a/ es 
I (Boston) $ 51.2 0.6 . +$ 0.4 -$ 1.7 ~=- 


cs 


IL (New York City) | 145.2 +s ae a 
= 2 . . * y 
111" (Philadeiphia) (69.3 | + 1.0 


IV. (Atlanta) - =” 96.6 , 1.8 
a F 


V (Chicago) | 94.2 343 


VE (Dallas) Ba. 
VIL (Kangasfity)  °  24.6 
VIL (Denver) 15.8. 


IX | ( (San Francisco) 101.2 


° 


X asia sis 21,8 
TOTAL: (dollars) | $684.0 
oo (staff) = N/A 


i 


FY 1977 Title XX Social Service Plan plained day care expenditures. 

_ Coats are in millions and estimated at an average cost per carégiver of. | 
$2.59 per hour times 1.15 adjustment. for fringe penetrate for 2000 hout 
work year, equalling $5957, per year. 7 _ 

States do ‘not exercise thdios to waive. requirements for centers with = 

less than 0% (or 10) goverament Funded children. See Section V. 


States use waiver for all eligible centers. “oe 4% Ne 


States use waiver. “and centers’ reduce by ‘one-thitd "aurplus" ataff in 
excess of. paquseenents: . 


. 


. 


IV- 7 


t 


However, all states can reduce costs, through such actions as 


grant ing waivers and by not reimbursing centers for staffing ' _ oN 


o 


' greatly above the réquired levela. As Table IV-3 also shows, 


* exercise of the waiver alone could reduce cost increases required 


e 


in Region VI to $2.5 million. Policies to encourage “surplus" . . 


‘ 3 
centers to reduce’ excess staff could, together with use of waivers, 


lead to. an overall cost savings ‘of $20 million, with-no regions =~ 07> we 


, ; re 
requiring net hiring of additional staff. - This "state efficiency” 
case does not represent maximum potential savings, but .does 


© 


represent a cost reducing outcgme in which the minimum ‘requirements 


are met in all centers serving predominantly FFP children, with a 


majority of centers still exceeding minimum staffing requirements. 


* ee 


eee a 
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F) 
State Effects 


e 


Table IV-4 displays estimates of States which have the largest 
numbers of staff needed to bring deficit contens. dota compliance 
with the regulation, together wath the lesser increase required if 
the Geiver-ag exercised, and the even smaller increase (usually. a.” 
a 7 dectouss) x2 uired it eurplus staffing fe: reducea by one-third. 

. Michigan & and Texas (404) Followed by Oklahoma (339) would * 
need to add. the: most caregivers, if they chose not to exercise 
the waiver, but all of these states could ‘reduce cost if they , 


. chose to follow the-"state efficiency" approach. .* 
3 - . : 7 . 2 . : . : . ‘ ‘ Sie 


i 
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QQSTS AND SAVINGS OF aumersartve Gores 2 veer STAFFING. >. 
_ REQUIREMENTS: SELECTED STATES 3/ 13 | 
. | Cost (Savings) if States and Centers: ae: 
eo 3 Use Walver 
: Planned’ Do Not Use | and Reduce ‘ 
: 2 States : Expenditures 2/ Waivers 3/ ee 4/ "Surplus" 5/ - 
' Michigan: $ 32.9 #$ 2.4.( 10, $ * “48-164 ( 15), 
‘Texas 33.6 © ¥ 2.4 ( 16) jee - 0.7 ( 24) 
ot é : f 4 = 
‘ Qclahoma: 8.0, + 2.0 ( 13) * + 0.7 ( 21) 
™ Wer) a ° 
California 109.9 + 1.7,( 14) * = 2.0 (58) 
| Florida 1868 + OLA (UL) 6+ «6162 (10) + 0.9 ( 20) 
(2 '  Tlineis =| YS + 1.4( 18) °° * “e162 ( 36) 
>. ALL @ther States _ 426.0 13.2 (147) + 6.2 4 =" 18:5 (747) 
TOTAL * $684.0 4$ 24.5 (229) “4 12.4 (144) “$19.4 21) 
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States mglactad had the’ fans number- of sample’ ‘centers with staffing 
deficitS.’ The table oly displays stateg with at least 10 deficit — ; 
centers in the sample (total numbers of centers interviewed for the 
study in each state is larger). These estimites are subject to large __ 


a le sampling errors and must Ke read with caution. - Sample sizes are 
( b shown in parentheses. Sample sizes less thart’ 40 are shown by.an ‘ . we 
aed ABER ASK (*). : : . 
; 7 # : 4 
“ _ Pas Ps FY 1977. Title. x Soojal S Services’ Plan: "planned day care expenditures. : : 
I 


Y “States. do not exercise choice to waive requirements for centers ith ; : 
_ fewer than 20%. (or 10) goverment unded children. , . 


7 |, States use waiver for all eligible centers. 


a8 ¥ | v 
- / States use waiver and centers reduce by one-third, staff. in excess of : 
= _—requirements. A ee number means that cost savings are possible. peas 


5 ¥ : - 
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See 
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As the table shows, all states could substantially mitigate the on 


imgact of the new staffing requifements, and most states could 


oe 


completely offset them and achieye gavinge. 


Small sample sizes for’ most states make it difficult (ag impossible) 
to ‘reliably agtimate the staff deficit or the relative budgetary 


\, 
impact which particular atates ‘wnight expect.” 


it /Non~Prof it) 


The legal status of centers (prof it/nonprof it) is a Significant 


variable in analyzing the data gn expected regulatory compliance. 


Approximately 75% of the contera serving Federally | ‘financed 


children are ROnmprofit centers. Over B0% of chase ofnterg 


t is ( 


are in compliance with the Fing Pequirements. (See hepte . 


IV- "5. ) However, less than one-half of the. profit aces serving 


eared children. would be in compliance with. sequized ataffing. 


(the profit centers ‘that are in compliance have significant ly : 


samgller enrollments, about 33 ‘FTE than do those which 


t” in compliance, about 52 FT 


“ 


children, ) 


" By Region, Region VI (Dallas) has the most significant problem-~ : 


70% of .profit conbere eerving: FFP children would bs out of 


compliance. It is followed ey RegionseV thicago) and IL] 
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TABLE [V-5 
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as 


Cues WITH STAFFING REQUIREMENTS BY PROFIT 
a D NON-PROFIT CENTERS FOR CENTERS SERVING AND +, 
‘NOT SERVING SUBSIDIZED CHILDREN 


Serving Some Government. 
‘Funded Childfen 1/ 


. (Profit — 
Non-Waiverable 2/ ( 
. (Non-Profit 
a, &\ 
. (Profit 
Waiverable 3/ 
(Non-Profit 


* ‘ 


v : 


*’ 


Savane No touaet * 
pundeg Children 4/-' 


@ 


. Not covered by these regulations dinisas’ they elect ibys serve govergn 


. 


: 8 
Not in Compliance 
ae - Centers 


Children 
(000) 
= e F 4 

* \ 

378 17 

544 30 

597. 34 , 
( ) 

356 9 

SY] 

3,454 162 


2,309 36 


\ 
763. 397 


oO 


() 


" Profit 
| Non-Profit 
TOTAL . ff 
_@ 
. ral 
( ) 
. + 
4/ Currently regulated. 
2/ Not eligible for. malvern.” 
3/ 
“gave ment funded children. 
4/ 
funded’ cha ldren.: 
re re 
4 » 


* 


at 


a». 


In Compliance 


: Children 
* Centers — (000) 
487 17 
4,316 189 
302 "1 
"97 29 
\ 
2,191' | 55 
C) 
2,535 | 86 
10,570 387 
2 
Z 
in : 
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dould be eligible for waiver because serving less than 20% (or 10) 


wh 
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Analysia by Age of Child 


“ALL is est imates above assume that centers do not adjuat to these 


A . ‘ : o: = 


By region,, Region. VI (Dallae) hag the most significant problem : 


70% of profit centers serving FFP children would be ‘out of com-: 


pliance. It is ‘followed by Regions (Chicago) and III ; os 
(Philadelphia) which would have: almost 59% of profit centers 

1 = . , “ : é e 
serving subsidized ae out of compliance. At the other 


extreme is Region Il (New York) which would have only 19% of its — 


wo. 


profit centers with staffing problems. — a oP 


- We also see from the same ea that almost [ of the profit: 


‘centers that htWe staff deficiences serve amall numbers of govern- 


ment funded children and prabab ly could have the staffing require- - 


ments (but not other requirements) waived, if ihe. tate 80 


decided. ~ 


a ; : r 4 ‘ 

rements by changing the age mix of children they serve. A 
a : h : 

center serving all two year olds requires more than twice as many 


requ 


staff aa one serving all three-year olds (see Table IV- as At 


y 
present only about 14% ft all children as ies ar@ below 36 months 


old, reflecting a variety @f influences including the ef fect of 


the 1968 FIDCR-required fatio on costs, parental choice, and 


. State reimbursement rates (see manne Rates of Reimbursement . 


below). :. ry 


a : Pid ! 
' 


‘Small differenceg in the ratioa for the younger ghildren can have 


significant cost consequencea. Fo? example, a 3:1 ihstead of a 


4:1 ratio requires 25% more staff for the same number of children, 
- 


b 


: ~ 1V-10 . 
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We see this effect when we congiy's Final regulation to the 
¢ ' b 7 


0-24 ebits and 30-36 months. There were about 30 ,000 chldren in ¢ 


« 0 


\ 
FFP. centers in these.age. ranges. Option A was mqre atiringent in 


the ee eange of 36-48 months. There were about 90, o00 children in 


? 


that age’ range. Yet, the finak 


staff than Option A, because the’ founger children are provided a 


one-third increase in staff, and the greater number of slightly 


older children somewhat less tggn a one-third ‘decrease. 


~ 


_ 
- 


A hotentially unfortunate effect of the ratios is the large 


4 


«differential between the ratio for 2 year olds (431) and 3 year 


olds (927). Many centers have children in the 24-48 month age 


’ 


Tange grouped together. Under the new rules, a center director 


will be faced with difficult choices: Af more than 20% of the 


” 


children are under 36 months the director must maintain a group 


x 


size of no larger than +2 children; if. Fewer than 20% of ‘he 


children in the group afe under 36 months At the director can put 


them in a group of 18 children whete ‘Ene may not. get enough edule, ‘ 


at tention ee may bP oo stimulating for thems the director 


aa apt ion A. Option A was a stringent: for the age ranges of 


regulation requires slightly more. - 


can try ta divide them ihto: two gffoups or decide not, to serve the 


younger .children because of cost. 


: e _ i i 
The Department was aware of these problems and explored several 


4 ’ 


options, For example, we considered raising the ratio’for two 


year olds and lowering ib for 3 year olds. Generally, the final 


rule was chosen as the best choice based on the trade-off of 
‘ : ¢ 


‘ “protecting children, minimizing costs, reducing negat ive 


h 


he ‘ 


OY 


na Je 


“ayia : é 
| 


bea tesponses, and, want ing to have as‘ few .age groupings’ and 


atice as possible. > 


oe a. J 
ae 


ly of Care for Infants and Toddlers’ 


A number of people have expressed a legitimate concern about 


the supply of day care for infants send toddlers. Since centers 


are limited to a 3:1 ratio and day care homes are only allowed to 


take two or thrée children under age two, centers may decide to 


serve oldet children. Thig could occur at the very time when the 


number of younger children needing day care is increasing. The 
Department studied this issue very carefully ale found very . 

little data which would help. it oredict what might be the supply 
reuponee to. the group composit ion tequirement for the antank /tadauens:” 
“In the end, _HEW decided it was better to err onthe side of 


caution than on the side of cost reductions in meeting the nee 


of these most vulnerable children. 
: 


c. Comparison to Centers not Serving Subsidized Children 

The regulations cover only about 44% of the more than 18,000 

day care centers in the country. “The ather centers could decide 
to accept government funded children. Table IV-5 also shows that 
there are’ about 4,500 centers which did not serve Federally .. 
financed children that woutd be able to meet these ataf.fing 
requiatione,. if the regulations applied; These centers have 6,780 


i 


staff in excesd of these staffing requirements. These centers 


w\ 
=e still be in eoeprsiioa xatr the Final sequirdnents, However 


‘ * : 
go 4 . : e . 
Wei2 4,0 5 2 : 
4, on _ a , u 
could serve an additional 61,0 three to Five year old children 


“A 


slightly more — half (5, 700 ) of all\centexs not cavered by i 


7‘ 


Federal Ss would nat. be able tq”’meet ane ‘ane tyhe hs 
ys , \ * 
ae i.) 
without staffing cranes (but see snalysig of gai isie Below). + - wth, a 
; Nonetheless, these dts show that the Gana rule, though tighter j ao 


than the ‘average present practice of unregulated centers, is net 

. ‘ r sae »: : “i 

so different that it would create a "two-tier" market in most : 
: ' we. ; . ee 


states by driving a major wedge between centers primarily enroll- 


ing welfare children -and: those ‘enrolling only private pay children. 


Ts. 
. > : _ 4 
d Schedulet Esros treat Versus Attendance . mi 
: 
One ‘of peers contto echnical issues Lcoatatea with the Re 


gro ae requirement is whether attendance or enrollment 


’ figures should jhe used to calculate compliance, Nationally, an. 


average of 10 to 15 percent of the:enrolled children are absent 


each day. (The NOCS found a 12 percent absence rate.) ‘ 


The equi Tomer have been adjusted for a‘12 om absence rat® 
Mtates are given the a to monitor and paraboraet on either 


basis. When the ahaehae ‘tabes in a center are close to*the 


nat ional .average of 12 percent, it should be immaterial which.is 


~ : Va 


used. Each method has its strong and _ pognts. Enrollment is ae 


more pesaice ir) ener? easier RemenitOrs and general ly 


« 


provides a gtaffing cushion ovér the minimum éueaeheniay geomet imes . 


be mare expensive). Attendance allows large centers to enroll - 
J % 


over ineenaed | capacity, there preyading more income,” as it will 
‘less of ter) lead to excess starr, but’ being less predic aute . al 
requires fierenaee ube of subst itutes or poncdanegivere in the | 
‘: classroom, Because the strong and weak points tended to balance, uy 
* the Department decided to laa the choice to the State. We do 
® *not believe. that dais choc will have a significant’ effect on ; , 


cests, one way or the obfier) 


a. . Requirements  —_.. oO | 
' . sd an ‘ F 


e . é 


The Health and Safety sack jon of the Final Tule requires ey 
~withap BIRSY daysvof snutttnent each child enrolled in cay care . 
centers _ Family homes perticipating in Title XX have on file a 
statement from a licensed health pract it ioner that the child a 
has received a health. euoninet von or: assessment and ne 


r7 ‘ : . 4. 7 ‘ f 


which: 1) meets-minimum American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) o 


EPSDT atandards; 2) is updated according to prescribed ease 
netneee and a) RRGAC EES any special health or, dietary pre- 
Gedticrias “In esaition, centers are required to refer parents to 

local oe ere if necessary, to obtain sxanicationes The : : 


a] 


final rule is virtually unchangeé from the NPRM version. 


b. Earlier Estimate 


‘ 
e 


- 


x 


. Our original estimate of the cost gf this option--an increase. 


of $35 million over the cutrent $250 million for medical and 


.) 


dental services to these children--was obtained by cdlculating 


: 4 ; 
that there were approximately: 1 million affected children each 


_ © 


year, 600,000 of whom attended centers -and 400,000 of whom 
_ attended family homes. (We assumed, that every two places or 


"glota" in a center or home accommodated approximately three 


z 3 “ 


children on average over the course of a eat. Medical and 
dental care averages nat ional ly about $250 per child per year, 


and studies indtcate that 90% of chaldren in ‘centers already were 


receiving annual examinations. We estimated that perhaps 60% of 


- 


the children in day care homes also received annual examinations, 


based on the figure that 75% of all poor childrén had received an 


exam within .the last year (from the Health Interview Survey). We 
then est imated from EPSOT data that an assessment which met the 
highest standards would cost $30 rather than the $20 of a "routine 
physical", and we also made est imates of increased treatment 

costs and of saseweent dental costs from Heed Start and EPSDT 
experience. . ins ef fect of the recommended Peraceresty schedule 
calls for mere frequent examinations foi children under ‘ age =e 


and less frequent examiinat ions over age two.than a reqisirement 


for an annual examination would. 


Tha costs for examinations and treatment. that children in day 


care centers and homes were estimated to already be recetving was 


thdn adbtracted from our estimate of increased costs due Eo 


periodicity, and the new ‘standards. ; 


z 4, 


family care children. We have however, cectoninied our 


* 


efifects of which é rFset each. other. : 
f . . . ~ . uw . 


rst, our original @stimate assumed an even age distribut jon 


of children im day care centers. We have now adjusted for 


4 


; : ane t e ‘known | age distribution, which shows that 85% of children ‘ ir é 
in day care centers are between the ages of Ewo and six. This has 


. % (oe two effects: 1) costs for* screening and cdiseatent treatment are 
: t) 


lowered because the iid eae schedule a adie by © the 
\ 


American Avadény of Padiatrice “andl by EPSDT calls for only three 
assessments between these. ages; 2) costs for dental screening and 


- oe 7 treatment are -increased because three to six year olds require | . mo \ 
yh : _ 
7. f Lentil Sereening where children under three dag not. _  « 
" 1@ , . , , . eos 
’ . 3 Py ; a = . . 
The increase ia, dental’ costs outweighs the decrease in screening. : : VA 


e. 


e ‘ ° ee , ¥ 
\ . and treatment costs by approximately $10 million. . , # f 
: res . ° . io 


i: 


9 . - , . 8 ; 
Second, we further reasoned that not all pdétential dental “hy 4 a i 
would in fact be incurred. Current EPSDT experience indicate ‘ 


that their referral rates for derit al -care fun approximately 25% 


@éven though.90% of EPSOT children are known’ to have dental problems. 
Moreover, as noted in. our original analysis, the cequicener of the 


t 


: oa 
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etme 
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day care regulation allows great latitude in the area of dental ” 
> ' 


“care. The American Academy of Pediatrics Standards cle arly - 7) | 


indicate that a child should receive an initial visit tg a dentia 
foe * : 


at age three and a follow-up visit at least every twelve| months 


thereafter. However, the doctor is not required to‘agsure that the. 


child actual ly receives ‘dental Gare when completing the statement 
that the Genter will have on File, sor is there any’ labpetate 
requirement for statements recat aseiakes, Aoeardeaiys-we = 
believe that the appropriaté basis for seinacing canta costs is 


assume that there will be a-cage Finding effect due to physicians . 


“and other practitig@ners encouragirig’ dental visits, ‘rather than 


assuming all children will in fact receive dental sérvices. We 


est imate that 70% of the recommended dental examinations for . 


‘ 


children will in fact be ast nined. This assumption lowers our’ 


v. 
? a) 


estimate of increased costs by $9.5 million, “"” 


e 


n , . — 


. Third, we have readjusted downward our estimate of what an exami~ 


nation that meets American Academy of Pediatric Standards worrl.d cost. 


» ¢ 


We originally estimated the costs of a routine physical at $20 ‘and 


the costs of an EPSDT assesament,gp -an assessment meet ing AAP i 


. 


‘ * x ™ 
Standards at $30. Although our ae a of the increased costs 
a: an’ EPSOT. exam nee not changed, we now. estimate an exam meet ing 


“Aap ebatiseaa: to cost $25 for the following reasons. The Standards = 


x v 


of Child Health. spublished by the American Academy af Pediatrics 


give “pediatradvane cohsiderable ‘flexibility to use: Brofepsxonal 


judgment. Phyhiciane’ are not required ‘to perform & a particulst set \ 


» 


; ~ A 
: | 
“ 61 nm 
) pe 5S ‘ : 
8 te ¢ 


- ee i 


+ anh 


The recalculation for the portion of acrgeniny cdat's that are 


Ww ¥ ‘ a 
A es amopocn®. 


of tests, as in EPSDT. therefore, peaveee prystcasns who examine 


day, care children would do so ina manner that does a vary . 


significant ly ‘from their curtent practice (which ig already 


fy 


governed by the AAP standards), and some .but not. all of the tests 


suggest ed by the AAP Would result. idaed. the "AAP sthndarc of 
Child Health Care state “that physician} may modi fy ‘some of the 


procedures ‘vated here in. accordance with their training and 


™~ o 


(children's) personal needs." Audionet ric beating) for example, . 


e 


slitnoudh recommended for three year olds, need’ not. ae performed’ _ 


until age g1Xx to meet ‘the, retommended guidelines (pata) There- 


eq 


fore, the costs of these dxaminations would fall somewhere between 


wg s : 
the $20 of a routine office visit and the $30 of-the EPSDT.“screen. 
e . . w } ‘ 1 : 


* 


7 - y 3 
assumed to be borne’ out of pocket by parents (reest imated - below to: 


be between 40-50% ) paid to private physicians yields, ar eddjt ional 


¢ 


eaveng ‘of vs 5 million. “As noted above the net effect ‘of these 


mt ‘ ? 
x : “ S| 
‘ 
. : | 2 
. ‘ a 
Although ouy estimate of total cost increase remains al eh 
7 4 


we hate adjusted downward by 10% our estimate that 50% of the: 


base’ and increased costs of the heatth and safety section of. 


, on 


‘the day care “regulation would Be borne by” Medicaid. Our" original 


estimate assumed that 70% of Title XX children are Medicaid ~ 


- . o 
“ - ‘ 


ae £ 2 « ‘ ‘ . . 
‘ 4 . ae 
‘ ‘ , . ; 
° : 7 (7) a : 
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nae 


a 4 Jk 
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* a. ‘Requirements - aa oes ‘, 


P . » * 7 . c . 
" . of the NPRM, ~although at is more flexible. It requires, for 


, ‘regu lat ion are 


care children, with costesharing related to income, 


‘The fynal requirement is similar to the more stringent, option 


7 : a 
Iv - 1 ® | * 


eligible and 60% of the children in n centers affected by this: 


AN 


further assumed that the pauceatage of private aye was the same \ 


- 


Title XX eligible and 40% ‘are“private pay. We a 


an day care homes as in centers. a 70% by 60% yielded 


a minimum Medicaid coverage of 42% which we assumed woulg be 


< ; * 


increased to 50% by passage of CHAP. We now estimate that only 


ry 


40% of the children in day cate homes are Title XX eligible (an 
adgi ronal 20% are private pay clients and the remaining 40 % are 
the private pay children of the caregivers in the family day care 


home), “ Available data indicate that children of caregivers in the a 


family day care homes are not uaual ly eligible for AFDC. 


oe eine. Pee : be 
= a re 


Therefore, only S0koCnak 60%). of all children affected by the - ee, 
Tegulation et ala to be Title XX ehigipre and multiplying —s 
70% by 50% yields a ‘base of 35% Medicaid euppible. We have in- 
creased this estimate to: 40% assuming the passage of CHAP. This. 
means that $10 million of the cost increase will be paid thraudp 


medicaid and $15 million through public health programs and 


private paymgnt. Although pub lic programs. provide: a retabtiet) 


small prop ion of ‘total child health care, these programs (such « 


a 


“as Title V, and Community Health Centers) emphasize oe ‘ 


examinations and related aBrvices, and are widely available to..day 


. 


wR : 


8 . 


Cw 
| eats that ‘all newly” hared. staff must part ickpate tna one week 


é 
orientat 10h, aa may ocgur on-the-job whereas the NPRM called 


for. orventat ios pruoe to beginning work, 
» 8 r @ 


. +. 


5 The central requir, reflottingt considerable evidence as to 


‘te posubive effects of staff training on child deve loptont (see. | 


aes 
Rae sara’ regulatory analysis), the thet all tart be trained. : States 


‘are fequired to plan for, either provide or Finance, and assure 


) a .) 


that all carégivers. receive training oo subjects as shive 


~ y 


“development ,. nutrition, and safely. However, only caregavers without 


a nationally recognized child shan credential dopecoriate to 


to the age of children cared for by the caregivers must regularly 


ee 


participate in this pecialized cabegiver training beginning April” 


f: 1981 or within 6 nths & cp ioynment after: that date.. The 
ronginder noyouticion voluntatily.. Rs - 4 . > 
7 by Costs Re Co 
. . eS : | 


The training increage projected in the draft regulatory‘ analysis © 
> , “? a 5 . , 
will, remain approximately the same. This med4¥ a $10 million 


> bd t 


increase in primarily) title XX training Money for centers ‘and a 


$12 million \j crease for family day care providersua/ This 


increase coubd je -alight ly less ate: the final rule since staff 


” , —' 


oo child related education credgnt lals are not: “required 


aN (but may elect) to part icipate in the regular training. 


a Theae increases are the dollars needed for training over and ) 
above the title XX traiping dollars HEW estimates may now be 
spent on day care related training. ‘These are only estimates 


Sealand 9 XX training cost reports do.not identify day care ' 
~ | tra gga es 


yo. Sie ‘ 
0 oi ae . 7 DO. 


to vol. “Orientation 


“The orientat ion. pon proposed should be less costly than oe - % % (a) 
A ft ° é / nn 
a | Gexentat xen proposed n the NPRM even. ehagan a week dong orien- 
. : , # = i. . 
_ * & S bakaon 1s now specified For all newly pied caregivers, whereas. - Fe es 


our prévious estimates were based ’ on an Grientation of one day — a 
-- an : oe of 68 ‘ ba . a v cS set 


aa . ¥ 
a : en) 


for only these caregivers with, ng prior child care experience. a * 

| 7 « - % The reason ‘for this is: 1) that caregivers can now redeivectie< : | 
i onienfeesen on the job (they are t@ be counted in the staff /child : . ‘9 . 
{ Re | : , ‘ : ratios) and. therefore no substitutes need be pated and 2) Ene | | 
oes. "training can in all likelihood be of fered ‘by: the center durect ge 
: wn -- es _ because it denis with conker procedures. rather than’ requiring ‘a 
ee a spectal Ereiaue to -help prepare caregivers to work effectively 
_ ee oe eo , swith children in a group. The requirements do not define, por 

much ime each day: steuid be devoted to orientation. It is 7 " 

possible then that a director will work with the new categiver(s) 
; for an hour each day carefully supetvising this seeacntel the 
rest of the day for ‘a period of .one week. This could all be “done 


> 


aS part of. the- director! pregent duties and at’ no additional - 
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Lis Specialized Caregiver Training , "4 ‘ 


e 


The original cost estimates for the hagh option training were 


‘Based on an eat imate of $300 per trainee for ail. ag ,ooo 1 V 


iY : “\- 


caregivers 1n centers serving FFP eh kerae: and some 50, 000 


e x 


Family Parcqsvers: THis equaled about $39 mil'lidn per year (of 


this $24 miioness for aeneate d® a cost of $60 per child. 


© 


If we were to estimate that only. caregivers without the Proper 


age ‘appropriate child related credentials took training we would 


Find the Follgwang: 4 


using date Fron the National. Day Care Study, i it can. be safely 
estimated that “approximately 40% of caregiving staff (from aides. 


ey a directors) have: an advanced oer beyond high 


et 


“school. oy ‘of ase degrees are elementary or. decondary : 
educat jon credent its. Thecelevance : of these, credentials in non 

~ school sett ifigs an.which the children are predominately under age 
6 could be questioned. However, the data shoys that as many as 


{ 


20% hold a preschool” education or child related ee cre- 


dent i181 which should be appropriate For those ain with 


. 


thi ldren 3-6 years old, There are aso individuals workihg in day 
care With-a Child Development Associates crddent ial, which will 
g Pe rectgnized: However, these are presently only 6,000 people 
‘holding auch a credent ial and 65% of them are working in Head 
Start. This leaves only 2,000 available for day cane and many of 


~~ em , 
these may have been counted in the 20% figure(cited previously. 


7 \ 
- 


Total caregivers ‘shines care which jis a larger number .than the 
number of full~t ime eee shown in chart IV = 2. 


; yee 7 


f 


* 


Bo o 
_avastdle to all caregivers, this reduction 1s unlikely. 


v ; : . ‘\ 


- 4 
—oeewcae'h 1 caregiver training. Mgny who 4 sppreoeiate credentials feel 


aA » ieee ee 


In any cagee2,000 individuals t3 a small he: relative to the 


; 7 . | 
80,009, working 1m centers, presently. Thus gt most we can reduce . 


ray 


the center training estimate by 20% to approximately $19 mu'llion 


, 
v 


(from $24 million). However, since States muat make ‘this training’ 


yy. 


¢ puss 8 


The likel thood arr mijy day care providers having appropriate . 


- 


child related credentials is less than for center caregiyerd. . 
Only 24 pércent haves cone college. It can be apeculated that of 
this grabp thee who completed a two or four year college program 
have at best an sl dnentaty or seeondaty saueal tan credential 
which does not prepare an individual to work with very young 
éyiideencand ‘infants. The likelihood of sev ings in family day 


— s . . 
care trainsng over the previous estimate is 
" € 


slights ; ‘ 
¢@ . as 


a 


baad 


Only 15 states have any substantial child related entry level 


requirements regarding the entry level ‘qualifications of day care 
’ 2 ; ; 


staff (directors, iead teachers, teachers and aides). The maximum 


required in the majority States 1s tHat caregivers be of a minimum 


age, *be able to read and write and 1n some 


degree ng, have previous experience working with children. This 
further substantiates the hypothesis used in this analysis that the 
wajority-oF caregivers will need training, : 
Furthermore, it should be noted that surveys, evaluation studies” 


a cai a comment received on‘the NPRM reveal,a very high interest 


q F 
eras, ‘ . 
(theityal le ne to be upgraded or refreshed. fihere jg a high 
vw t 
ws A . : 


cases have a high school 


"; 


fa 


t . i ; . . : : 
- ; f ’ 
. pA ant ; } 
. IV = 23 


probability that these individuals will: participate in training 


* since at 13 4equired. that States make it available. Also, it 18 up 


ta the states to devise a training peee suf ficient Ly ‘flexible ‘to 
meet the ran) range of needs among carequvers. As the requirements 


a 
do not specify hours, ' araree may offer a nenoe of training programs 


with vary ing degrees of intensity. Those requiring’ the most hours 


could. be more cost ly en our est imate of $300 per trainee. Thus 


savings we might project could be wiped out by these state efforts. 
@ 2 - . 


. ae a : 4 
_ Therefore we conclude that the (nigh option cost estimates offered 


in the last analysis remain appropriate’ now. 


e 


Cs Benefite | 


co 
t 


There is no need to repeat here a description of the benefits 
a 


‘ident ified in the previous analysis. Jt is important to note 
that the public comment received on the NPRM overwhelmingly addressed 


caregiver training as the means of satnbuining or improving the 
quality of care children are receiving. hi 


x 


» 


4. OTHER PROVIDER REQUIREMENTS 


Parent Involvement a wf 
The pafent involvement provision. for sentence has added the “require- 
ment that seats must be given a a opportunity to 
participate in scouts poliownaking. ‘We do not believe that this 

| change will measurably increase costs. ..NDCS data indicate that 15 
to 20 percent of profit and.75 to 80 percent of non-profit centers 
serving government funded children already have such activities. g's | 


® 


Therefore,’ only about 3000 centers might need to add more’ parent 


Oo 59. 


so og 7 se . e a a 7 . : 
‘ . rm : ~ & 
L ee WW = 0G : 
L ‘ ‘ ; ~ ! 
1 * . P * 


involvement activities. Even ,if the dinactor and three other. 


. : staff members ‘put in their time for va houf's for an evening 
' maneana 31x tmes oe and were said thpir annual salaries, this 
° P , would add only $500,000 to total. day car center budgets. ‘More 
a realistically, the requirement will merely poumalize cand change 
an quality, time. already spent with parents. a 4 . : 
fo a 


aa } ¢ , 
° Gy " - Some people have expressed the concern that for-profit center 


owners may object to this requirement as an infringement on their 


' prerogatives. The Department does not intend that this requirement 


& _ “infringe on their right’ to make employment or fiscal decisions. - ™ 


\¥ 


; ‘ Furthermore, some proprietary operators are finding parent groups 
quite’ helpful to them in planning their children's programs and ins 


ae where they are having disagreements with local or State 


government agencies. oe 


e Ly 
f This added provision is not expected to add ® significant burden 
Z | nor restpict the supply of day care. —_ 
: : / : , 
Breakfast : par 
‘ ” . * ” : 
t dl - 7; : ™ - 
* The final rule adopts the requirement that breakfast : 
A > . ; 
\ must be provided to childnlen whose parents request it (NPRM - high 


v ’ 


option). HEW does not intend this provision to mean that parents 
ean ask for breakfast some days but not others. Generally, parents 


would specify upon enrollment whether their children required re | 
: os 


eakfast. If circumstances change, parents could revise their . ¢. 


request, Presumably, the ifiVolvement activities reimbursement | 


OU 


. 7 lV = 25 _~ 
; rates will a di f ferent if brpak fast el or is not provided, _ The 
. \ | draft Regulater Analyaae ‘oot inated-this!privision could cost dn \ . 
a Gidit tonal $12 mi Llaon dollars - $7 million for centers and $5. : | 
: : million for day,ycare homes, This 1s $ million. in 1980 dollars ($9 : 
. m Llion foe contats and $7 ‘million fog day care homes. ) | 
: é : \ we * 7 
Health and Social Services Refepfal 
: The firal cule. cequeres wantens and day care:homes to asgist sarenbe 
in obtaining the neededhealth and eocen eee This requirement 
‘1s comperabie to the NPRM high dotion which was estimated to add $6 
° nil aon - $5 fiillion in centers and $1 milion in day care homes. - 
, (This 1s $8 million in 1980 ‘dollars. ) . . - ; 
. We ie wip asize that ‘health professionals firmly believe that * 
ams P —-* investments in.prevent ive medicine (imgitewexane 40d health assess- 


Pa 


ments) save many more dollars (and prevent Future auf fering) in the 

long run. $ know of no study that quantifies theae benefits in 

dollar terms, but we believe that the investment (additional . 
costs) in yeferral, health assessments, ymmun izations, ang’ éatly 


i seataent reap larger future eens which are not shown in this 


| analysis as an off-set to the sided cost of these requirements. 


a 
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“1. 


ANALYSIS OF STATE AGENCY REQUIREMENTS . ( % . 

7 4 ’ + ’ U ; 
ar “ _ - : , , a : . S 
Waiver “8 ad 


a. Requirement 


y- 
The. final regulation allows the State agency to waive the staffing 
requirements for a center serving no more than 10 children or 20% 
of the‘children (whichever is less) whose acs 1s paid for 


by Federal funds. : . . 2 


b. Cost 


The figures and costs discussed in the as Composition section 


were based on all centers serving Federally funded children, 
regardless of whether they would be eligible for waivers or 


‘ 


not. There are about 1,001. non-complying centers (of the 1,970 


_ centers) that could have the staffirtg requirements waived. These 


centers served an estimated 55,0Q0 children. Table V-1 shows the 


staffing needed to meet the regulation with (2,105) and without 


| (4,105) the waiver. :About 2,000 fewer staff, would be needad, at. 


@ savings of about $12.0 million, if State agencies Percise the 7 


: « . ‘ 
e “ ° t 


waiver. . ° , Os >) 


@ 
ib 


Table V-1 shows thei f ference ‘between the straight 10% waiver, and 
the Braaens Title XX waiver (20% or 5 rr ctAdren whichever is 
less).' More centers are ‘waiyed and, fewer staff are required to 


geet the réwwtlat spre’ una ¢he 10% waiver, “AL Firat this seems 


a 
paradoxical. However, if we remember fr earlier ‘disuse . 
810n8 that. tHe large ener are more veo to have ,compl bance 


problems; we fealizy that uit is at the. pergent.age, figure whieh: 
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i Se 4 a 
. | 
vy TABLE V~1 ; | 
% } 2 ° - J 
? 7 ; ead 
IMPACT OF WAIVER ON REDUCING STAFFING : ‘ 
REQUIREMENTS AT "DEFICIT" CENTERS: -— ‘ 
on : ; Additional Required Under: 
3 ° Final Reg- Wetion Option. 1968 
Staff Needed by Type of Waiver ulations A B FIDCR 
‘ ¢ 
Do not use waiver 4,105 3,336 . 1,838 5,529 
108 FFP ; | 2,608 2,018 1,100 3,506 
“208 oc 5S FEPChila 2994 2,376 = 1,285 3,976 
_ (Title XxX Waiver) = “oy ; 
208 or 10 Child FFP (Final Rule) 2,105 1,607 = 8722, B00 
Costs: (millions) by Type of Waiver ; Go oo 
Do not use walyer | “* = $24.5 $19.8 3 $10.9 ,. $32.9 
srr OS 15.5 12.0 6.6 20.9 
208 or 5 FFP Child -~ ye + 4.2 7.7 2357 
(Title XX Waiver) — my _ * 
20% or. 10 FFP Child (Final Rule) 2.5 | 9.6 5.2 16.7 
| a 
a= bad 
. §& 
/ to s 
p. 
F) . a 
¥ 4 ~ 
} - 
i : 
‘ e ‘a 
: \, 
: \ 
a 
: 
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w The average center enrollment is 50 children. Consequently, five FFP: ( 


children in larger centers.1s less than 10%. i effectively lowersa. 


the waiver fercentage. “By raising the minimum number of FFP children 


from 5 to 10 ‘in the final rule the impact .of the waiver requirement is 


_ increased, a _ os 
, States vary considerably concerning the average percent of private 
. i si * e : . 
enrollment in centers receiving Federal funding. Percentages range 
Frem 79% in Idaho;-71% in Indiana to 3% an Maine and B% in Alabama. . 
(See Teble V-2.) States with, the highest percentages of private 


enrollment also have the highest percent of waiver-eligible centers. - 


These States alsa tend to be States expected to have more serious 


sa aaa ee? with ae requirements, In that sense, 


the walver can help mitigate some of the more negative cost or supply 


t e 


effects of timediateny’ goforcing | the staffing requirements. On the. i 
other hand, the States with the most waiver-eligible eentere also have 
higher: child staff, ratio Licensing prqvisions. fs a result, children. 


af 
in these centers: wilt be expdsed to be dee ratios and potent ially less 


4 \ rs e 


ade sate gare. { | a , an 


The potent frpact. of the waiver is also seen.when we look at the 


ay 


Brenan centers with staff deficits which would be waiver-eligible. 


‘Slightly over half (51%) of these ers would be eligible for the 


waiver. Due to very smail sample sizes, At 13 unwise to look at state 
figures. However, when we. aggregate ” Regional Office, we Find that 
Negion VI (Dallas), would have u7% daiietanle, Region V (Chicago) “a fe 


would have 63% of its deficit centers waiver-eligible, and Region VIII 


t 


ASN 


(Denver) would have 71% eligible for waivers. 


“ ’ 


5 | 


; a i‘. 
_? "t 2 ms , : “" 
; e. | 8 fF 
oe. ae ; TABLE V-2 ~~ ; -_ is 
a 7 . PRIVATE BOILER, IN FFP CENTERS i : nee. 
moe ' 3 “ef 
~ . / - Percent Private Enrollment: Percent: of Waiverable — j 
Btates | 7 In FFP Centers - fs Centers 7 | 
: Alaska. wo . , wR » oP 
—™ Arizona’, SS 1. gse a ae / 
. “Arkansas . —- - 15* = 2 :  * 5" a7 
; California ee f- 39 ‘- 30° of 
Colorado a , 59% 5 . : - 56* «| 
Connecticut fs gg e - 4 “324 - @ 
Delaware ss 15* \ / 
.- District of Columbia _ 35* . 19* : Fi 
- PloPida ; @2 Cs 13 7 
* Georgia “ 20 -) 4" 
Hawaii 52* , _ 14a® ‘ : 
Idaho | : 79% 87* ,- : 
” / ‘TL linois - | 52 40 o£ 
Indiana isis .71* . — VLE 
' Iowa : . 5g” : . 2 | 46* 
’ Se os 3 _ ‘ 43 ; ; . , . 25 
4 ntucky 60* 7] '43* d 
Louisiana , 29% /aae 
Maine e a te 3* / 0* 
Maryland 30* - 18* 
Massachusetts : 34 16 
Michigan ‘ 64 7 750 ; 
Minnesota 68 59 ‘ 
Mississippi " : ee . 
Missouri 5 ~ 40 3 
Montana p : 62. - 38 
Nébraska 38* / 12* 
Nevada we / ee 
New H hire 49* 30* 7 
' * New Jérsey 30 : J 20 a: 
& New Mexico 66* 53” ‘ a 
: New York 28 ; 23 
/ North Carolina 14 . J 2 
Pa North Dakota xe « we . ; 
, Qhio . - 32 t 11 
, : 48 18 
Oregon 38* 4 23*  - 
D raiab ar elias 10 4 . . 
Rhode Island \ ‘ 52* 19* 
South Carolina. -  & Pale ; ‘15 -, 
; - South-Dakota | | 62* | - * 50* oe 4 
; ' ‘Tennessee ' 229 Jo VY | 
- Texas *46 . : 38 
i Utah 56* 28* 
: Vermont 44* 16* 
, ~ Virginia | 58* 35* , 
je Washington ‘53% 39¢ 
“ot -West Virginia ~, (49, ; : C34 
' _ Wisconsin . 68* so 42* 
| Wyoming 7 i | 
r TOTAL re “eg 
“Tr ETient:' Data (Less than 10 cantare in sayple) - 
*. Number of sample centers is ‘between 10 and 19. al. 
{ . : m4 
i ; 1 : , fos 
'@ 65 oe bg  % 


ta 
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In contrast to Statés deat nbaigiced cenibers have} \ 
T 4 oe 3 % +: Se . os tN On ts nag” . ” ’ 
-* of parent paid fee childreny. are’ States that have s beidized children’, 1 
in centers serving almost: ‘entirely (90%. of. pore. govdrnment, subsidized oe oe 
oi ie 7 _ , tee 
i 7 childrens Twelve States have a 2 Subst ant ial ort ion a the government ee 
: ie a , ze me shed 
; ‘e | funded children in ,centers Sekving (alimost) exclusively “subsidized ce ee 
ot children: _ - . Ge .% vhs os 
Ny 4 , ‘ ? : on : . 
ia ¥ ” ian ‘ 
' \ : 
“CHILDREN “ “CHILDREN 
Arkansas 7 , » w~I91% * . Alabama 64% — : ‘= 
oa Missisgipp. 78% -North Carolina 62% ; ] 
pe 4 . Georgia ae ” 716% _ ° Tennessee , , 62% - 
* _* South Carolina 75% t Maryland . | 57% : M 
Pennsylvania « = 68% ,Delaware + 56%, , 
New Jersey — 65% : , Maine 56% i 
‘ js 7 7 , ; \ ‘ , - : 
- - (For further discussion about separation and integration of subsidized. 
cs Se and non-subsidizey children gee the draft Regul tory Analysis, Section: 
V; Ps V- 9), : . : . Se 
2. Rates of Reimbursement. i : ; 
oot a. Requirement, . : ; ; 
The Re gUEBe ION requires that the State agency take into account the costs _ 


of meeting this saguitvement in eye rates of reimbursement 
- for day care c#tters. ~ Our intention is that ‘the: tate should’ nave a’ 
: ; | ‘clear underst anding ‘those coats and its rationale for paying either — 
less or more, The regulaton requires the State Agency . to neve avartebie ee 
upon request xe ‘cost mnalysis so that the sate setting process is an- 


- . " o 
r oe ‘one. ire : a \ 


. ' - ' 
° , - ; 
‘ ’ , ~*' 
. 


4 


1/ Although we use the 1.35 factor to adjust 1977 data to 1980, 


b. Analysis se = 8 | ar. ‘ 
this ey aes seal that ‘reimbursement practices will Ne 

- pay ‘fog the wien scavider costs. This Pequirement does: hot “ 
directly. add new costs on burdens to State administration. Neverthe- 
less, we believe that this: provagion may feud to. changes, in some: 


States’ financial practiced, eee at 


In 1976 the average’. ebional cost ,of c ter-care was $8. 00 per day. 


i 


This Figure did not reflect f Fuld compliance wath (existing regulations. | 


zs 


“ By: 1984 iden all provisions of mite reguldtion will be in’effect, 
we estimate that. the average nal tonal cost of enter care would be 


aprokamataly $7. 99 in 1977 en | (This assumes that State’ . 


exercise the waiver and,reduce "surplus" staff, ) 
a : .¢ a ' oe ' 
However, since 1976 the minimym wage has. increased 34 percent (from 


$2.30 to $3. 10/mour and ghe Consumr Price Index has increased about 
Sy 
31 percent (Frain 178 to 250). eaetin the eatimated 1976 cost of 


care to vee costs using an adjustment factor of 1.35 produces” an 


estimated average national cost of $10.80 per day Analysis of 


‘ regional ptice differenced. indicates that rural areas: ea to 


pay $9.18 pr day, (85 percent of average) while metropolitan areas 


might need to pay $12.96 per.day (120 percent of aienages 
e * ‘ e e 


¢ Bc” : a 


“e 


throughout this analysis, it must be empMasized that we do not 
have actdal 1980 data, and do not know whether States and proyiders 
* have continued 1977 operations dt 1980 prices.- Anecdotal evidence 
suggests that there are numerous exceptions both more ahd less «. 
_ than inflation increases. The total figures for centers, JTable 
“ UI-1, $800 mil Libn either minus $1 million ‘or plue $22 million, 
c assuming the game number of ber pr oh iar be ic0,000 to daily , 


costs by dividing ‘by the number Idren (40 om times 250 
aye pér penne ‘ ~ 
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ERIC 


1A Fait Toxt Provided by ERIC 
. 


: State reanbursenent cates’ for sf year did’ age children mn center: 


a ae 


“emg >. Care range cba $6.50 per day in Arizona to $2200 per dy in 


: Pennsylvania, in ear i900. VW 


4 


- the Department cannot sceurately pregace whether: the’ change requice- | 


ments will cause! Stated to raise or lawer their: current reimburse- 


v 
. ae we 
ment rates, Changes ‘in reimbursement rates will depend: upon 


number of Factors, including the cyrrent pattern of irae: 


. Tations: within each pharer: the axterit at “whach health and sacial 


a 


| services have been snovided to eligible children, use of, the.’ * 


_ 


waiver, the age distribution of children, coat gf living artrere ; 


a 
ences and other factors unique to a particular “skate. The department Ye 


‘to' collect, ayovmet icy on reimbursement rate changes. o ms 


. ’ « 
, his © ag 


& % ‘ 
“In dest abLlishing its day’ care requirements, the Department took. into” 


account that the.cost of Providing. day Nes. will a vary based 


WV 


t 
Upon. -the age of epateesn., served. _Althqugh staffing costs may 


mineresse for infants ‘ond baddlexs; they may decrease for children 


% 
3=5 years sid: ae 1976. thére te about 6 to 7 times as many "3-5 


year olds as children under 3 years: in day care: centers. ) In 


v 


_, Setting reimbursement rates, States may choose‘ te establish diff- 
erential eates based upon: cost: for different age, tovers Current 
information Svarianls 4 the Department indicates that only afew 4 


. states have sipgrate teambursement rates for different age. children. * 


intends to use the - phase-in periods for. the various ‘requirements gt 
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The major costs to States, other than the providers costs of sais 


Monitorin 


and Techni 


Other Administrative Costs 
Serr 


al: Aaaisbanes 


i vi 


will be Caregiver Traihing and Health Services; both of which we nave 


a5 /| : an i = 
a Py oe — 


State overhead For monitoring, technical assistanee, ‘interpretation of ° 


peas was estimated to cost, $8 milion ($4 million centers 


&, $4 milfén day care homes) above the current (1976) costs of ‘$100 


 - 


ow 


more, we have, received no new “information which would cause us to, ° 


A 


expressed the “opinion that these est 


a 


“werey probably understated. e, do not believe that a more 


> 


a! © oan 


ae 


’ 


oa 


ec ae 


labecal ‘cost estimate would add more’ than $1 oe 2 million. 
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Health aah 
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The final regulat ions ae not change these Sot imeres: 


> 


.sighaf icant ly alter themes, "We would tend to agree with ‘those “whd 


imates” of admifistrat ive cos 


Furthers “s 


. 


th 


The final Pagusatscne require the. Btate to eatabligh and ngdint ain 


health ‘standards for «day care centers and: home personnel, sanitabean 


s 


sanbaress and transportation, swimming, and equipment safety standards. 


We batieve bide some states ‘do nat: have some of these standards. 


. 


oe 
g 


We 


“received \ Pa sinformat ion, hdwever, which would cause us to change the * 


ry 


ards haidas xk i the basic health and safety 


- 


\of the draft regulatory analysis that the shenerins derived 7 
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Licensing and Regist rat.ron - i ; a 


rs 


Some States exclude certain types of centers from licensing require- 
ments; ‘for example, day. care centers operated by religious organ- 


izations. These’,regulat 1ons require that any facility serving Title 


‘XX children must, meet State and lotal requirements for.licensing (or 
~ e : ee h 
approval.) y;health, sanitation, and: building and Fire'safety. jThe 


b 


~-analysis assumes that almost’ all, if not’ ‘all, centers serving Title 


r XX ott Haren, are now approved as meeting these State and local require- 


~ 
« « . ’ 


% 


ra . 


cf 
7 


Thé draft “analysis, which remains unchanged, estimated that 5 to 20 


. ercent of day care homes are regulated, but that a higher percentage, 
+ 0 = 50% of those serving Title XX children are regulated or monitored 


_in some systematic way. 
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VI. Federal Enforcement 
: | . oo , i 
,. Requirement - 
: _ 4 : i t . ® 
None (the Federal government, does not requlate itself 


~ 


e through cules such ga this). oo 
’ , : ; . . Prd i | \ 
Costs . ‘ , a: 


_The-cost to the Department of administ ering-“and enfant the new 
(, ; : . = 8 
regulations must also be considered. For the most part Federal 
activities will include providing guidance and interpretations 


to States, monitoring State day cate activities and providing 


ron 


{ , 
the provider level, negot jat ing corrective action plans with - 


technical assistance to States, sampling day “care activities at 


8 nance sae nme eet 


States ars dissemination of research, training and technical 


assistance materials. : 


. . , 


. 
‘ - Implementation of these regulations will require staffing and 


¢ . 
~ 


«commitment heretofore not present. 
° . -6 ’ * 
: . 


. 


. 


: During the first year or two we estimate that 4 to 5 person years” 
of effort will be needed in each Regional Office plus another 
nu person years ingthe central office ree coordinate 


intexpretation and enforcement of the regulations; plan monitoring 


corrective. action activities; organize research evaluat fon 


al training; technical assistance and undertake other activities 


‘ 


to assist State and local officials in implementi the new 


requirements. Approximately 25 Federal staff would cost about 
i ete ma 
$750,000. We estimate the cost of Federal gta -- including | 


‘ ‘expenses for travel, pub lacat ion and dissemination of informationy, 


as 


' 
Prater rot ene o. 
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and distribution of technical ardes and manuals -~ ‘to be, 4 

million in FY 1981, Another $5.8 million will be\needed for telated 
research, demonst rat Ion, evaluation, training and heohnica) aucideance®” 
activities. Thus, excluding fitie XX training funds (qstimated . 
a $29 million in FY: 1981), it will cost a tdétal of $9.4 million to, 
pursue implementation activities~in FY 1981 . Eatimated cost for the 
1. 

remainder of ‘the implementation phase are: $9.2 million in FY 198%. 

$8.7 million an FY 1983; and $8.4 million in FY 1984. ‘(ft should be 
noted .that some of these costs will be absorbed hy redirect ing resources “ 
exyet ing ataff extant on other program - to the new day care 1mpLemen- 
“Ration effort, For example, in FY 1981, new RD& costs will be $3.3 
million, added to a base from FY 1980 of $2.5 million. Likewise, 

total staffing ane travel xpenditures for FY 1981 will consist of : 
$2.5 my llior new money” and $0.9 million from the FY 1980 base, In 

both of these examples the resources. - FY 1980 base - would have been 


planned for FY 198T, ‘but, were ‘not originally Preeat for day care 


implementation, ) 
These estimates and the accompanying budget requests are of course ~ 


subject to the normal budget and appropriation processes. 


m. . 7 . 
YL, PHASING AND IMPLEMENTATION ' ' ’ : 


e 


The preceding analysis gives’ att cost in terms of. full- -year implement a~ 


tion, However, Full implement at 10n will not be’ reached until’ iti "ag 


explained below. ’ 


7 : 
oN e ‘ 7 + 
» e : : ‘ . 
“s 2 8 


a : > 
1, Requictements ee , - 4 = 


.« 


’ 


The, ‘Fegulat tons take effect October 1 1) 19805 except that the Py 
requirements. for both centers and, day care homes and the health and 
social service referral requirements for ‘day care homes take “effect 


ta 


April ‘1, 1981. The -center group composition requirements may be 


- extended up years (October 1, 1982) upon showing to the 


 @ 


State that addit zonal time 1s needed to ‘meet these 


requirements, 
- , ‘ 4 ; r 
. a 
2. Costs 


® td 
’ 


: We cannot predict the State's responses to these requirements. 


v 


Some States will move aaa eeenveny to try to "ump Lement. nen: Others 
will “move more reluctantly, Requirements such as group compog)tion and 


training will no doubt take longer“to implement Shan the health and 


social services referral requirements. Given these caveats, we have 


assumed that it will take an average of two years for each requirement 
F . 4 


\ 


to reach full cost. : 
tear > — ' 
‘Table VII shows that we eect $42 to 65 mtilion in additional - 
q ' 
costs from the requirements which take effect 6n October 1, 1980, 


and $39 million from the ones takrng effect April 1981; 1.e., training 
he « 8 


_ and day care home referral requirements. ’ Because of the two year 
phase-in assumption we estimate that the full effect of. these additigns 


wll not be Felt until FY 1984. 


. 
5 


Vib 2 . ? 
. aan Ny 
(See able VII- Vs. These figures are in 1977 dollars.. Estimates are 
aJso shown if we inflate, the FY 1977 figures to secant dollars — 
(January 1980), The total added cost of these regulations” in FY 1984 
: . 


cd 


is estimated to be between $109, ard $141 million. (The difference 


will add gr ceduce cost.) This 1s sues to a base of! $2, 252 m1 Lior 


(1980 dollars) and is an increase of ‘approximately 5%. In fiscal years 


1981 and 1982, respect ively, the final regulation will nity increase 


day care costs by about 1% and 3%. . 


” ‘ 


a 


“relates to .the agsumipt ror of ‘srhather the group composit 1on requirements 


. 


aw . PHASING’ OF,, ADDED’ COSTS OF REGULATIONS 
r , . (dollars in millions) 
\ : Cost By Year of Implementation 
e i , ° 
ma Fy f ry FY : 
' * 7 1981 1982 | 1983 - ~ 1984 1/ 
equirements ay : ; : . > 
.% Effectye Oct. 1, 1980 2/. oe , ’ 
Centers <4. 6-°$ 0t6' 20, .$-1to 22 $-1to 22 
| Day Care Homés + 3 ° + 9 eh 11, + 11 4X 
Other Budgets eo WD «3 + 28 + 33 “+ 32 oan 
Subtotal . +> 0. +$ 37 to S57 +5 43 to 66 +542 Eo 85 a 
. - ; x ; . : tad , 
; : e a 
Requirements . ; ; .- . an 
Effective April 1, 1980 3/ ~ 2 NO 
Centers . 8 —— “ 
Day Care Homes - + on. + 1 + 1 
Other Budgets + 5° +19 + 35 + 38 & 
. Subtotal + Oo; + 20 + 36 + 39 
‘ ‘ . 
TOTAL (1977 dollars) +$ 21 to 27 +$57 to 77- +$ 79 to 102 +$ 81 to 104 t 
TOTAL (1980 dollars) 4/ . : 
Centers  $ Oto 8 $ Oto 27 $ Oto 30 $ Oto 30 
Day Care Homes 4 - 14 16 16 
Other Budgets , 22 61 - 92 95 
‘ TOTAL ENCREASE +§ 26 to 34 +$ 75 to 102 +$7 to 138 +109 to 141 
TOTAL BASE COSTS 5/ $2,252 $2,252 $2,252° $2,252 
Percent increase . 3% 4% 0% 
a . é . . , # 
‘ —e * : 
1/ Same as total shown in tables [IJ - 1 & 2. Assumes fully implemented a 
‘which ddes “not, pEeue until FY 1984, : 
be 


2/ All requirements axcept. training (centers and day care homes) -ahd health 
and social sefvicés referral (day care homes). Percent implementation 
averages years are: 25% in FY 1981, 75% in FY 1982, fo in FY 1983. 


3/  As@umes percent implementation averages are: 12.5% in Fy 1981, 30% in 
ma FY 19, 87.5% in FY 1983, 100% in FY 1984. 


4/ Based of 1.35 factor used to adjust to Sacer 1980 do 
in text. ' 


5/ This figure is the suf of the. two,Grand Totals from Charts III -14&2 | : 
($1 "668) times 1,35 inflation factor. It ig the. estimated cost; ‘of °°. f 

“care in 1977 inflated to 1980 dollars and does not, include the. iroreuses i 
attributed to the new regulations. ' 
fl 


| ) | se. 2° & + | 
‘ . t: Td - ' a 
’ % . an | ry . 


A canes OF DATA 7 q . 7 
Computer Analysis : ee 


Virtually all the reahalysis of data discussed in Section IV comes .- 


( 


ee ~ from special computer ‘runs of dgta gathered -by the NDCS. The data 


ld . . . ‘ 
4 ’ 


: : “ “A » ‘ : 1 . 
come from integv ews of spprexinately 3000;day care center SI VECL ORS: { ' 


The sample was nationally representative and obtained Yetween Ape il 5 | 


v 
¢ 


1976 and: March 1977., The computer analysis was done, for the most 4 


part, by HEW staff with assistance from Abt Associates’ snd NDCS 
project staff. "3 = 4 


% 


. : Inflation | 
, — : = 
The cost@ata were assumed to be,as of December 1976, on average. 


Fhey were inflated to AereRsy 1 osts- using an “inf lation factor of 


1.35, This "inflation" only accounts, for the average change in costs 


1 


A « , ‘ ” . , ) 
~* N rides) during the three year period. It does not take into account 


the numerous changes that have occurred in many States involving } 


f : 
changes in State policy about‘ day care. Some states have increased 


« 


¢ 
v 


_ their day ‘expenditures, some states have reduced their day care 
expenditures, and a few States have , a use Ghote funds rather 
e 


Go than Title XX funds :to purchase day Wire.’ THat data’used to calculate 


the ‘change in prices came from Qonsumer Prices (All items and Services) 
- f found in "Economic. Indicators" ,: Jaflary 1980, GPO. ra 


Citation Correction : - ee _ a e 


» : . : . ; : ' “4 
. Several references were made in the draft aa es Analysis to pe 


\Jatle XX FIDCR Impact atuey Sometime the citation was "APWA/REAP"S and 


“\ 
. } ‘ - 
hers "REAP", Both organizationg worked on the stutly. Since REAP, 
aay ar Y Ass ciates was @ subcontractor to thp American Public Welfare Assocyat ion, | ~ 


— € the correct citation shouldbe "APWA,"' ( 


Ms 


